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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Quality Control for Rental 
Assistance Subsidy Determinations studies provide national estimates of the extent, severity, 
costs, and sources of rent errors in tenant subsidies for the PHA-administered Public Housing, 
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher, and Moderate Rehabilitation programs; and the Housing-
administered Section 8, Section 202 and Section 811 Project Rental Assistance Contracts 
(PRAC) and Section 202/162 Project Assistance Contracts (PAC). These programs account for 
nearly all of HUD’s current housing assistance outlays administered by the Offices of Housing 
and Public and Indian Housing, as well as the large majority of units assisted by HUD. This 
study was designed to measure the extent of administrator income and rent determination error 
by housing providers. This study does not involve an audit of individual PHAs or projects; nor 
does it monitor the implementation of housing programs. Its focus is on identifying households 
where an error was made when calculating the amount of the household’s rent; and providing 
nationally representative findings related to those errors. 

The errors we evaluated in this study affect the rent contributions tenants should have been 
charged. The findings presented in this report are a result of data collected from November 2010 
through March 2011 for actions taken by Public Housing Authority (PHA) and project staff 
during Federal FY 2010 (October 2009 through September 2010). These findings show that 
the percent of errors and the gross erroneous payments in the Public Housing, Section 8 Housing 
Choice Voucher, Moderate Rehabilitation, owner-administered Section 8, Section 202 and 
Section 811 (PRAC) and Section 202/162 (PAC) tenant subsidies in FY 2010 decreased when 
compared with results from previous studies, however, the result was not statistically significant. 

HUD’s rental housing assistance programs are administered on HUD’s behalf by third-party 
program administrators, including PHAs, public and private project owners, and contracted 
management agents. In the programs examined, eligible tenants are generally required to pay 
30 percent of their adjusted income toward shelter costs (rent plus utilities), with HUD providing 
the balance of the rental payment. New program applicants are required to provide certain 
information on household characteristics, income, assets, and expenses that is used to determine 
what rent they should pay. Existing tenants are required to recertify this information annually 
and also, in some circumstances, when there are significant changes in household income or 
composition. Applicant or tenant failure to correctly report income may result in HUD’s over- or 
underpayment of housing assistance. The failure of the responsible program administrator to 
correctly interview the tenant or process and calculate the tenant’s rental assistance may also 
result in HUD’s over- or underpayment of housing assistance. 

In 2000, HUD began to establish a baseline error measurement to cover the three major types of 
rental housing assistance payment errors: (1) program administrator income and rent determination 
error, (2) intentional tenant misreporting of income, and (3) errors in program administrator 
billings for assistance payments. Nine studies have been conducted to identify program 
administrator income and rent determination error. In addition to the 2000 study, studies were 
conducted in FYs 2003 through 2010. The study referenced in this report covers FY 2010, and is 
being used to update the FY 2009 measurement of errors in program administrator income and rent 
determinations. The tenant data collected for this study were also used to provide the sample for 
the Income Match Study to measure the extent of intentionally unreported tenant income. 
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The findings from this Income Match study will be published as a separate report. The balance of 
this report relates solely to program administrator income and rent determination error. 

For purposes of this study, “error” is defined as any rent calculation or eligibility determination 
that differs from what would have occurred if the PHA or other program administrator had 
followed all HUD income certification and rent calculation requirements during the income 
certification or annual recertification conducted in FY 2010. When appropriate, study findings 
are compared with findings from the previous studies. 

Financial Impact of Identifying Rent Error. Reduction in the rent error associated with the 
programs included in this study does not mean there will be an overall savings in the costs 
associated with administering these programs. Given there are large numbers of eligible 
households on waiting lists, if a household leaves the program because it is no longer eligible for 
a subsidy, another household will take its place. The replacement household may be entitled to a 
smaller or a larger subsidy than the household that left the program. Therefore, the most direct 
benefit of identifying households with rent error is making sure those households who are 
eligible for the program are receiving the correct subsidy, rather than reducing the amount of 
funds needed to administer the programs. The most appropriate use of this study is as a tool for 
strengthening HUD’s procedures for ensuring administrative compliance with regulations. 
The recommendations presented in this report may require greater rather than fewer resources to 
provide HUD, PHAs, and owners with the written policy guidelines, training, standardized 
forms, and ongoing monitoring needed to assure the programs are administered correctly. HUD’s 
objective of providing the right subsidies to the right families is a worthy one that this study can 
assist in achieving. 

A. Methodology 

HUD Requirements and Study Standards. Using the Code of Federal Regulations and official 
HUD handbooks and notices, all HUD requirements relevant to the determination of rent were 
consolidated into a set of HUD requirements. Nationally recognized experts were involved in 
establishing and reviewing the standards used in this study. 

The Sample. A nationally representative sample of 600 projects in the United States and 
Puerto Rico was selected for this study. These projects were selected from the universe of the 
three program types covered by the study: 

• Public Housing 

• PHA-administered Section 8 (Vouchers and Moderate Rehabilitation) 

• Owner-administered Section 8, Section 202 PRAC, Section 811 PRAC, Section 202/162 
PAC. 

A random sample of four households was selected for most projects, but more tenants were 
selected from unusually large projects. The final study data set includes responses from 
2,404 households. 
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The Data Collection Process. The data collection effort included creating and automating more 
than 30 data collection instruments, contacting and obtaining information from PHA/owner staff, 
hiring and training more than 60 field interviewers, and selecting the project and tenant sample. 
Field interviewers obtained data from tenant files, and interviewed tenants using computer-
assisted personal interviewing software developed for this study. The automated data collection 
process included built-in consistency and edit checks that prompted interviewers to probe 
inconsistent and anomalous responses. Collected data were electronically transferred daily to 
ICF Macro headquarters for review. Requested third-party verifications related to income, assets 
and expenses were also processed at ICF Macro headquarters. 

Calculation of Rent Error. A quality control (QC) rent was calculated for each household in the 
sample using the information reported by the PHA/project and household. Rent error was 
calculated by subtracting the QC rent from the actual tenant rent (the rent from HUD Forms 
50058 or 50059 that had been calculated by the project staff). A discrepancy of $5 or less 
between the actual and QC rent was not counted as an error. This $5 differential was used to 
eliminate rounding differences and minor calculation discrepancies that have little effect on 
program-wide subsidy errors. 

B. Major Rent Error Findings 

National Rent Error Estimates. The analysis of the FY 2010 tenant files, tenant interview, and 
income verification data indicates that1— 

• Sixty-seven percent of all households paid the correct amount of rent within $5 
(55 percent paid exactly the right amount) 

• Sixteen percent of all households paid in excess of $5 less than they should have (with an 
average error of $47 per month) 

• Eighteen percent of all households paid in excess of $5 more than they should (with an 
average error of $33 per month). 

Rent Error Estimates by Program Type. The rate of rent underpayments was highest, 
at 17 percent, in the PHA–administered Section 8 program followed by the Public Housing 
program with 15 percent error, and the owner-administered program with 14 percent error. 
The PHA–administered Section 8 program also had the highest overpayment rate of 21 percent 
followed by the owner-administered program at 15 percent and Public Housing at 14 percent. 
Exhibit ES-1 summarizes this information. 

                                                            
1 Totals may not add up exactly to 100% due to rounding. 
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Exhibit ES-1 
Frequency of Rent Error by Program Type 

Program 
Rent Underpayment  

(Subsidy Overpayment) 
Rent Overpayment  

(Subsidy Underpayment) 

Public Housing 15% 14% 

PHA-Administered Section 8 17% 21% 

Owner-Administered  14% 15% 

Total 16% 18% 

Dollar Error Effect of Rent Errors. All summary error estimates represent the summation of 
net case-level errors. That is, a case is determined to have a net overpayment error, no error, or a 
net underpayment error. Major findings were2— 

• Rent underpayments of approximately $362 million annually (down from 
$476 million in FY 2009). For tenants who paid less monthly rent than they should pay 
(16%), the average monthly underpayment was $47. For purposes of generalization, total 
underpayment errors spread across all households (including those with no error and 
overpayment error) produces a program-wide average monthly underpayment error of 
$7.31 ($88 annually). Multiplying and weighting the $88 by the approximately 4.1 million 
units represented by the study sample results in an overall annual underpayment dollar 
error of approximately $362 million per year. 

• Rent overpayments of approximately $288 million annually (down from $304 million 
in FY 2009). For tenants who paid more monthly rent than they should pay (18%), the 
average monthly overpayment was $33. When this error is spread across all households, it 
produces an average monthly overpayment of $5.80 ($70 annually). Multiplying and 
weighting the $70 by the approximately 4.1 million assisted housing units represented by 
the study sample results in an overall annual overpayment dollar error of approximately 
$288 million per year. 

• Aggregate net rent error of $74 million annually. When combined, the average gross 
rent error per case is $13 ($7 + $6). Over- and underpayment errors partly offset each 
other. The net overall average monthly rent error is -$1 (-$7 + $6). HUD subsidies for 
Public Housing and Section 8 programs equal the allowed expense level or payment 
standard minus the tenant rent, which means that rent errors have a dollar-for-dollar 
correspondence with subsidy payment errors, except in the Public Housing program in 
years in which it is not fully funded (in which case, errors have slightly less than a dollar- 
for-dollar effect). The study found that the net subsidy cost of the under- and overpayments 
was approximately $74 million per year ($362 million–$288 million).3 

                                                            
2 National annual totals in the text and exhibits are calculated using exact values and weighted. While household level numbers 
are presented below, using them to calculate national annual totals will result in different amounts due to both rounding and 
weighting. Similarly, the source tables in Appendix C are rounded to the nearest integer for formatting purposes. 
3 The actual estimate of annual rent underpayments is $362.37 million. The actual estimate of annual rent overpayments is 
$287.90 million. Therefore the actual estimate of net rent error is $74.47 million ($362.37 − $287.90 = $74.47). 
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Subsidy over- and underpayment dollars are summarized in Exhibit ES-2. This data responds 
to study Objective 1 (identify the various types of errors and error rates and related 
estimated variances). 

Exhibit ES-2  
Subsidy Dollar Error  

Type of Dollar Error Subsidy Overpayment 
Subsidy 
Underpayment 

Average Monthly Per Tenant Error for Households with Errors 
$47 

(16% of cases) 
$33 

(18% of cases) 

Average Monthly Per Tenant Error Across All Households $7 $6 

Total Annual Program Errors $362 million $288 million 

Total Annual Errors—95% Confidence Interval $264–$461 million $237–$339 million 

Exhibit ES-3 provides estimates of program administrator error by program type. These data 
respond to study Objectives 3 (estimate national-level net costs for total errors and major error 
types), 8 (provide information on the extent to which errors are concentrated in projects and 
programs), and 11 (estimate total positive and negative errors in terms of HUD subsidies). 

Exhibit ES-3 
Estimates of Error in Program Administrator Income and Rent Determinations (in $1,000’s) 

Administration Type 
Subsidy 

Overpayments 
Subsidy 

Underpayments 
Net Erroneous 

Payments 
Gross Erroneous 

Payments 

Public Housing $79,664 $61,369 $18,295 $141,033 

PHA-Administered Section 8 $184,993 $156,522 $28,471 $341,515 

Total PHA-Administered $264,657 $217,891 $46,766 $482,548 

Owner-Administered $97,713 $70,006 $27,707 $167,719 

Total  $362,370 $287,897 $74,473 $650,266 

95% Confidence Interval ±$98,230 ±$51,305 ±$75,691 ±$137,235 

Comparison with Prior Studies. Eight prior studies (2000 baseline and the FYs 2003, 2004, 
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009) estimated erroneous payments attributed to program 
administrator rent calculation and processing errors, using the same methodology, sampling 
procedures, and sample sizes as this FY 2010 study. The 2000 “Quality Control for Rental 
Assistance Subsidy Determinations” study was published as a final report in June 2001. The 
FY 2003 final report—Quality Control for Rental Assistance Subsidies Determinations—was 
completed in August 2004. The FY 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009 final reports were 
completed in July 2005, October 2006, October 2007, October 2008, October 2009, and October 
2010 respectfully. While the FY 2003 and FY 2004 studies demonstrated significant reductions 
in erroneous payments attributed to program administrator income and rent determinations, the 
FY 2005 findings indicated a smaller reduction in the gross dollars in erroneous payments that 
did not represent a statistically significant decrease from FY 2004. The FY 2006 study indicated 
a small increase in the gross dollars in erroneous payments which also did not represent a 
statistically significant difference. The FY 2007 study once again indicated a decrease in gross 
dollars in erroneous payments with significant reductions in PHA-administered programs. 
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While the FY 2010 findings notably decreased from FY 2009, we cannot say that the difference 
is statistically significant. In addition, estimates may vary slightly from year to year based on the 
sample. Exhibit ES-4 presents a comparison of the gross erroneous payments for the QC studies 
from 2000 to FY 2010. Figure ES-1 graphically shows the progression of gross erroneous 
payments over time. 

Exhibit ES-4  
Comparative 2000 through FY 2009 Gross Erroneous Payments* 

Gross Erroneous 
Payments (in $1,000’s) 

Administration Type 

Total 
Public 

Housing 
PHA-Administered 

Section 8 
Total PHA-

Administered 
Owner-

Administered 

FY 2010 $141,033 $341,515 $482,548 $167,719 
$650,266 
±$137,235 

FY 2009 $130,268 $440,288 $570,556 $209,455 
$780,011 
±$162,116 

FY 2008 $183,305 $400,248 $583,553 $191,723 
$775,276 
±$153,447 

FY 2007 $149,364 $435,012 $584,376 $199,104 
$783,480 
±$157,292 

FY 2006 $172,824 $520,020 $692,844 $261,324 
$954,168 
±$192,000 

FY 2005 $220,464 $456,240 $676,704 $248,580 
$925,232^ 
±$164,000 

FY 2004 $242,076 $521,220 $763,292 $224,460 
$987,744^ 

(±$131,000) 

FY 2003 $316,116 $730,956 $1,047,072 $368,796 
$1,415,844^
(±$163,000) 

2000 $602,556 $1,096,524 $1,699,092 $539,160 
$2,238,252^
(±$275,000) 

Percent Reduction 
from 2000 to FY 2010 

76.59% 68.85% 71.60% 68.89% 70.95% 

* Gross Rent Error is the sum of the absolute value of positive and negative rent error. ^ Numbers may not add exactly due 
to rounding. 
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Figure ES-1 
Comparative 2000 through FY 2009 Gross Erroneous Payments Over Time 
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C. Sources of Errors 

Rent errors are often a result of a mix of different types of errors. In addition to dollar errors, this 
study also examined administrative and component errors. For purposes of this study, 
administrative errors are analyzed separately from specific component errors. Administrative 
errors are errors that result from administrative mistakes. They consist of— 

• Consistency errors—errors in logical conformity between elements within the 50058 or 
50059 Forms 

• Calculation errors—arithmetic errors within subsections of the 50058 or 50059 Forms 

• Transcription errors—errors in transferring information from documentation in the tenant 
file to the 50058 or 50059 Forms 

• Failure to conduct a recertification in a timely manner 

• Failure to verify information. 

Component errors are related to the income and expense components used to calculate rent. 
The income components are employment income, Social Security benefits and pensions, public 
assistance, other income, and asset income. The expense/allowance components are 
elderly/disabled allowance, dependent allowance, medical allowance, child care allowance, 
and disability allowance. Component errors often occur when project staff do not conduct a 
thorough tenant interview or do not verify the information obtained during the interview. 
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However, component error may also occur when the tenant supplies incorrect information, either 
intentionally or unintentionally. The discussion below responds to study Objectives 2 (identify 
the dollar costs of the various types of errors), and 6 (determine the apparent cause of significant 
rent errors). 

Administrative Errors. The two most common administrative errors are consistency errors and 
transcription errors. The HUD PIC and TRACS data systems check the rent calculations on 
Forms 50058 and 50059. For tenants for whom data are submitted (and corrected if required); 
these systems virtually eliminate rent determination calculation errors for the items included on 
the forms. However, not all cases are reported and some cases returned to program sponsors for 
correction are ignored or are changed in HUD systems but not actually implemented. 

Verification Errors. The percentages of income and expense items verified by PHA/owner staff 
in FY 2010 were in general comparable to FY 2009. However, verification of pensions, asset 
income, and child care expenses increased 6 percent, 14 percent, and 6 percent, respectively. In 
FY 2010 medical expenses had the lowest overall verification rate (54%) while pensions had the 
highest verification rate (90%). The percent of items where the verified amounts matched the 
amount reported on the 50058 and 50059 Forms increased for three rent components: child care 
expenses, medical expenses, and asset income and remained relatively stable for the other rent 
components. 

Obtaining income verification is often difficult. Even when repeated requests are made, 
employers sometimes do not respond to requests for verification, or they require payment. Some 
program sponsors do a much better job than others in achieving third-party compliance with 
written verification. The QC study shows that it is reasonable to expect all program sponsors to 
have as high a success rate as the current high performers. The study also shows that there is 
significant room for improvement in using the verification data obtained, which are often 
collected consistent with procedures but then filed and never used. 

Recognizing the issues associated with verifying tenant information, HUD program staff have 
taken steps to clarify, and to some extent simplify, verification guidelines.  PIH Notice 2010-19 
dated May 2010, and Housing Notice H 2010-10 dated July 2010 provide new procedures for 
obtaining and using verification. However, these new verification guidelines did not apply during 
the FY 2010 QC Study because they were not implemented by HUD until the end of the fiscal 
year. The new verification rules will be integrated into future studies. It is expected that these 
new guidelines will result in reduced errors in the future. 

Overdue Recertifications. HUD requires that every household be recertified annually. About 
1 percent of households had overdue recertifications in FY 2010, which was about the same as in 
FY 2009. 

Component Errors. Incorrect income and allowance amounts were by far the most significant 
sources of error in determining rents. Less than 1 percent of households with rent errors did not 
have an income or expense component error. Earned income (27%), medical allowances (22%), 
and pension income and other income (17%) continued to have the greatest percentage of 
households in error. The following exhibit shows the frequency of the most serious component 
errors and the average dollar amount for each type. The percentage of households represents the 
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households with any rent component error where the specified rent component was responsible 
for the largest error. The Average Dollar Amount represents the average dollar amount for the 
specified rent component for households where the specified component was responsible for the 
largest error. For comparison purposes, findings from FY 2009 are provided in parentheses. Note 
that while the percentage of households with component errors has increased for some 
components such as other income and public assistance, the average dollar amount of component 
error has decreased for these components. 

Exhibit ES-5  
Rent Components Responsible for the Largest Dollar Error for Households with Rent Error  

Rent Component Percentage of Households Average Dollar Amount 

Earned Income 27% (25%) $3,162 ($3,108) 

Pensions 17% (30%) $2,021 ($2,058) 

Other Income 17% (12%) $2,173 ($2,930) 

Public Assistance 7% (5%) $1,915 ($2,283) 

Asset Income 2% (2%) $2,535 ($1,160) 

Medical Allowance 22% (19%) $1,308 ($1,028) 

Child Care Allowance 3% (2%) $1,263($1,399) 

Dependent Allowance 4% (3%) $517 ($571) 

Elderly Allowance 2% (2%) $400 ($400) 

No Rent Component Error <1% (<1%) $0 

Total 100% $2, 067 ($2,142)* 

* The sum of the dollars associated with the largest component in error divided by the number of households with error. 
Note: FY 2009 findings are provided in parentheses. The elderly/disabled allowance cell size is too small to generate a 
reliable estimate. 

D. Additional Findings 

Eligibility of Newly Certified Households. A separate analysis of newly certified households 
(12%) was conducted to determine if these households were eligible for HUD housing 
assistance. Ninety-five percent of these households met all the eligibility criteria compared with 
87 percent in FY 2009). All certified household in the sample were income-eligible on the basis 
of the QC income determination. 

Two percent of the newly certified households failed to document Social Security numbers for 
one or more family members and 4 percent lacked the signed consent forms needed to authorize 
verification of income and assets (for each member of the household at least 18 years of age). 
All households had the signed declaration forms or evidence accepted as proof of citizenship 
(an increase of 4 percent from FY 2009). These findings respond to study Objective 9 (estimate 
the percentage of newly certified tenants who were incorrectly determined eligible for program 
admission. 

Occupancy Standards. Study Objective 7 asks for the extent to which households are over-
housed relative to HUD’s occupancy standards. Fifteen percent of all households occupied a unit 
with too many or too few bedrooms in FY 2010, according to the guidelines used for this study. 
Historically, the percent of households in units with the correct number of bedrooms according 
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to study guidelines are: FY 2004—88 percent; FY 2005—87 percent; FY 2006—86 percent; 
FY 2007—85 percent; FY 2008—87 percent; FY 2009—86 percent; FY 2010—85 percent. 

Rent Reasonableness. Study Objective 10 asks for the extent to which Section 8 Voucher rent 
comparability (reasonableness) determinations are found in the tenant file, and the method used 
to support the determinations. Ninety-four percent of new admission files contained rent 
reasonableness documents, as did 73 percent of the files for households for which data were 
collected for an annual recertification. However, the absence of documentation does not 
necessarily indicate a determination was not completed; only that it was not properly 
documented. Information was also collected at the PHA level to understand the method used to 
determine rent reasonableness. About 95 percent of the PHAs in the study used unit-to-unit rent 
comparison, unit-to-market rent comparison, or a point system when determining if the rent was 
reasonable. For the remaining 5 percent there was either no information available, the PHA used 
some other method of determining rent reasonableness, or the units were subject to rent control.  

Utility Allowances. For PHA-administered Section 8 Voucher households, the utility allowances 
found on the 50058 Forms were compared to the utility allowance worksheets found in the tenant 
file, and to the utility allowance values calculated using the utility allowance schedules provided 
by the PHAs. For the first comparison, 93 percent of the utility allowance values matched. 
For the second comparison, 94 percent of the values matched. However, the fact that the values 
did not match does not necessarily mean the utility allowance found on the 50058 Form 
was incorrect. 

Payment Standards. A special analysis was conducted to determine if the correct payment 
standards were used for Section 8 Voucher households. The payment standard found on the 
50058 Form was compared to the payment standard schedules provided by the PHA, and to the 
Fair Market Rent (FMR) for the appropriate geographical area. For the first comparison, 
89 percent of the payment standards matched. For the second comparison, 94 percent of the 
payment standards found on the 50058 Form fell within the 90 to 110 percent FMR band. 
As with the utility allowance analysis, the information needed to conduct the analysis was not 
always available. Therefore, the fact that the payment standards did not match does 
not necessarily mean the incorrect payment standard was used when calculating the amount of 
the tenant rent. 

50058/50059 Form Rent Calculation Error. The tenant rent was calculated using only data on 
the 50058/50059 Forms to determine the relationship between errors detected using the 
50058/50059 Forms and total rent errors found in the study (in response to study Objective 4). 
When using only the 50058/50059 Form data to calculate rent, errors were found in 6 percent of 
the households. This is clearly different then the QC error calculation where errors were found in 
33 percent of the households. In addition, error was found in both the 50058/50059 Form and QC 
calculation in only 3 percent of the households. 

PIC/TRACS Comparison. The 2404 households in the study were matched to the PIC/TRACS 
databases to respond to study Objective 14. Ninety-eight percent of the owner-administered 
households were found in TRACS and 97 percent of households were found in PIC. The average 
net and gross dollars in error was higher for households where TRACS data were absent. 
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Automated Rent Calculation Systems. Study Objective 12 asks whether error rates in projects 
that use an automated rent calculation system differ from errors in those that do not. We did not 
find a difference between PHA/projects that use automated rent calculation systems and those 
that do not. This is not surprising because nearly all PHA/projects use an automated rent 
calculation system. 

Tenant Characteristics, and Project Characteristics and Practices. In response to study 
Objective 8 (provide information on the extent to which errors are concentrated in projects and 
programs), data were collected from PHA/project staff via a structured survey. Multivariate 
analyses were conducted to explore whether project characteristics or practices contributed to 
administrative or rent errors. The multivariate analysis did reveal that PHA-administered Section 
8 projects were more likely to have gross dollar error and overpayment error.  

In response to study Objective 13 (determine whether other tenant or project characteristics on 
which data are available are correlated with high or low error rates), additional multivariate 
analyses were conducted. A number of project practices were found as significantly related to 
rent errors, including: overdue recertifications, transcription errors in processing household 
supporting documents, and the percent of items with transcription error. Consistent with findings 
from prior years, the analysis also identified a number of tenant characteristics that were 
predictive of rent error, namely: those with four or more sources of income and expenses, those 
with allowances, those with earned income, those with public assistance income, and those with 
other income sources. 

E. HUD Initiatives: 2000–2010 

In response to the findings and recommendations of the 2000 Assisted Housing Quality Control 
Study, HUD initiated a series of aggressive actions to address the causes of erroneous assistance 
payments, including extensive onsite monitoring. Actions taken by HUD included— 

• A Rental Housing Integrity Improvement Program (RHIIP) committee headed by the 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer with representatives from the other affected Offices 
was formed to coordinate and monitor corrective actions. The committee meets to review 
progress, and identify and resolve impediments to progress in reducing errors. 

• The Offices of Housing and Public and Indian Housing developed and issued new 
handbooks and instructional material that detailed all current HUD program requirements 
and standardized them to the extent possible without regulatory or statutory change. 
These handbooks cover nearly all aspects of occupancy policy, from the point of tenant 
application for admission and rent calculations through ongoing occupancy to lease 
termination. For Public Housing, the issuance of a Public Housing Occupancy Guidebook 
represented the first such effort in more than 20 years, and provided a defined 
methodology for calculating a number of complex requirements (e.g., the Earned Income 
Disallowance). 

• The Offices of Housing and Public and Indian Housing substantially increased training 
efforts, and have held a number of national and regional training sessions. This contrasts 
with a less activist role in the 1980s and 1990s. 
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• The Offices of Housing and Public and Indian Housing initiated comprehensive, large-
scale, and onsite occupancy and management reviews, which also represented a major 
procedural change from the previous two decades for most HUD offices— 

 The Office of Housing primarily used new agreements with Contract Administrators, 
which are usually State agencies, to perform this function. Contract Administrators 
provide technical support in adhering to HUD program requirements and routinely 
perform detailed monitoring on agency compliance. 

 The Office of Public and Indian Housing initiated a system of Rental Integrity 
Monitoring (RIM) reviews to detect and reduce errors in income and rent calculations 
at targeted PHAs, reduce rent under- and/or overpayments by residents, and ensure 
that HUD’s limited housing resources were being used to serve eligible families in a 
fair and equitable manner as intended by Congress. 

• HUD initiated a legislative change that gives it access to the Department of Health and 
Human Service’s National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) income and wage database 
for income matching purposes. It uses these data to compare tenant-reported income with 
state wage data to better ensure that the right subsidy payments are made to the right 
households in accordance with program statutory and regulatory requirements. This 
legislation was passed in late 2003 and required implementation of agreements and data 
systems. HUD also negotiated agreements with some states to obtain access to the same 
information. Access to the NDNH database is available through the Enterprise Income 
Verification (EIV) System. 

• The Offices of Housing and Public and Indian Housing initiated a computer matching 
program with the Social Security Administration (SSA) that provides SSA data for 
tenants receiving assisted housing. SSA electronically provides HUD with benefit 
information on all active household members who have disclosed a valid social security 
number. HUD makes this information available to administrators of the Public Housing 
and Section 8 programs through the EIV system. This information allows PHAs to 
validate social security numbers and SSA benefits quickly and efficiently. 

• In 2010, HUD issued the Implementation of Refinement of Income and Rent Rule, which 
mandated the use of the EIV system (discussed in the previous two bullets) as a third-
party source to verify tenant employment and income information during mandatory 
recertification of family composition and income. The use of EIV minimizes the need for 
traditional third party verification forms. To make the EIV system as effective as 
possible, the rule was also revised to require all applicants and participants to disclose a 
social security number, no longer exempting children under the age of six.  

HUD’s performance goals, which were developed in consultation with the Office of Management 
and Budget, called for reducing the 2000 benchmark assisted housing error levels by 50 percent by 
the end of 2005. The study of program administrator error for FY 2005 showed that HUD 
exceeded this goal, and has since further decreased error. It should be noted, however, that the 
reduction of errors and improper payments is unlikely to have an equivalent effect on budget 
outlays. HUD’s experience indicates that its program integrity improvement efforts are likely to 
result in some higher income tenants leaving assisted housing and being replaced with lower 
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income tenants requiring increased outlays. Nevertheless, HUD’s goal remains to ensure that the 
right benefits go to the right people. 

F. Recommendations 

The progress when comparing the 2000 findings to the FY 2010 results is impressive. However, 
the percent of errors has remained stable since the FY 2004 study and the average dollars in error 
and the gross dollar error rate have only decreased slightly. While there was a notable decrease 
in the gross dollar error rate in FY 2010, the results were not statistically significant when 
compared to FY 2009. On the basis of the current study’s results, the following approaches to 
further reduce program administrator income and rent determination error rates are 
recommended: 

• HUD should continue its plans to use the Department of Health and Human Service’s 
New Hires income matching database. However, access to the New Hires income 
matching database by itself will not result in a reduction in error. PHA/project staff must 
use this information to assist them in resolving discrepancies between reported 
information in the New Hires income matching database and tenant reported information. 

• HUD should continue expanding support of the occupancy function and conducting 
outreach campaigns to PHAs and owners informing them of the Department’s 
occupancy-related resources. 

• HUD should continue to provide PHAs and owners with the forms, training, and other 
tools required to determine rent correctly and to assist them in resolving discrepancies. 
Changes in policy should be reported to PHAs and owners in a timely fashion with the 
guidance, and local training wherever possible, needed to implement those changes in an 
accurate manner. HUD should consider creating a handbook that combines or cross 
references the rules and regulations for all rental assistance programs administered by 
HUD. The Earned Income Disregard is one example of a difficult rule where 
PHA/owners would benefit from clearer guidelines and training materials.  

• HUD should continue to implement and expand the scope and depth of its on-site 
monitoring program by utilizing only experienced, knowledgeable HUD staff, or 
competent contract staff. And PHAs and owners should be held accountable for 
implementing HUD regulations and calculating rent accurately. 

• Federal laws, regulations, and HUD requirements should be simplified to the 
extent possible. 

• HUD should consider implementing policy that allows reexaminations, for selected 
populations, to be completed less often than annually. 

In addition, the quality control studies could be modified to supplement the findings from this 
study and identify options for reducing error in the future. The following are possible methods to 
achieve this goal: 

• Consider conducting a remote data collection with national estimates and a larger number 
of households per project, where PHA/projects mail copies of the tenant file to study 
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headquarters. Eliminating a field data collection would eliminate the need to travel, and the 
costs associated with travel, allowing for a stratified sample that would increase the 
precision of the national estimates, as well as potentially provide better project-level 
information. 

• Collect more information regarding PHA/project policies and practices. Each PHA 
establishes its own policies, procedures, and forms for collecting the information that is 
ultimately used to calculate tenant rent. The differentiation in these practices may have 
some (possibly major) impact on the rent error, yet the analysis of the project practices 
and characteristics collected in the Project Staff Questionnaire designed for this study do 
not demonstrate the expected impact. Focus groups and cognitive interviewing could be 
used to identify additional PHA/project level factors that may impact error. 
This additional information could be used to revise the Project Staff Questionnaire to 
include questions focused on the specific practices expected to influence errors. 

• Gather information to document the outcome of the HUD quality control studies. Overall, 
the HUDQC studies indicate that both the percent of errors and dollars associated with 
those errors have decreased in the last eight years. However, there is no information on 
changes in tenant behavior related to the identification and reduction of error. To really 
understand the overall impact of the quality control studies on subsidy funding, additional 
information is needed regarding both the tenants receiving the subsidies and the 
PHA/projects administering the housing benefits. 

• Expand contractor access to verification obtained through Social Security Administration 
and National Directory of New Hires data. Despite increasing rates of third-party 
verification, a large proportion of tenant income and expenses are not being verified. 
This is especially important given the study results indicate a significant relationship 
between third-party verification of certain types of income and rent errors. Expanded 
access to Federal databases would allow the contractor to investigate discrepancies 
between information on the 50058/50059 form and the tenant file. Continue to investigate 
PIC/TRACS data for sampling and other purposes. Ideally PIC/TRACS data would be 
used to select the quality control sample, and provide the actual data used by the 
PHA/project staff when calculating rent (in place of abstracting 50058/50059 Form data 
from the tenant file). However, to do this the data must be available for the specific 
period of time covered by the study. 

• Continue to expand existing computer systems and processes that further automate data 
collection, processing, and reporting functions. Expanding and investing in better 
automated systems will yield large dividends in terms of costs, time required to collect 
and process data, as well as the breadth, depth, and quality of data. 

• Continue the HUD quality control studies as a regular, ongoing effort to monitor and 
manage HUD rent determination processes. Ongoing evaluation of the subsidy programs 
administered by HUD is essential to the management of those programs. Although the 
primary goal of these studies is to measure rent errors, the studies also give HUD the 
opportunity to learn more about alternatives to reducing rent errors, and better 
management of current and changing conditions at PHAs/projects. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose of the Quality Control for Rental Assistance Subsidy 
Determinations Study for FY 2010 

The purpose of this study is to provide national estimates of rent subsidy errors for the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD’s) Public and Indian Housing 
(PIH)-administered Public Housing (Public Housing), PIH-administered Section 8 Housing 
Choice Voucher and Moderate Rehabilitation programs (PHA-administered Section 8); 
and Housing-administered Section 8, Section 202 PRAC, Section 811 PRAC, and Section 
202/162 PAC programs (owner-administered). Rent subsidy errors occur during the tenant 
certification and annual recertification processes, and this study examines the extent, costs, and 
sources of these subsidy errors.4 For the purpose of this study, “error” is defined as any rent 
calculation or eligibility determination that differs from what would have occurred if the 
PHA/owner had followed all of HUD’s income certification and rent calculation requirements. 
This study focuses on (re)certifications conducted during Federal FY 2010. HUD identified 
17 study objectives related to types of errors and cost issues; this report addresses 15 of those 
objectives. Objective 15 refers to the Income Match Study whose findings were published in a 
separate report. The 17th objective addresses billing errors in Multifamily Housing Programs. 
This study was not conducted for FY 2010. The analysis also identifies errors in assigning 
appropriate size units to households and certain procedural errors in the eligibility and rent 
determination process. In addition, some special analyses were conducted as part of this work. 
Utility Allowances, Payment Standards and Rent Reasonableness practices used by the PHAs 
administering the Section 8 voucher program were evaluated, and estimates of error for the 20 
largest PHAs included in the quality control study were provided. 

B. Background of the Study 

This study is the tenth in a series of studies designed to identify current HUD eligibility, income, 
and rent determination regulations, translate these regulations into survey instruments, develop 
an error detection system, and provide nationally representative estimates of rent subsidy errors. 
In the past six studies, an additional income match of Social Security benefit data was conducted. 
The results of previous studies were published as follows: 

• The final report for the first study, conducted by Macro International Inc. (Macro), and 
KRA Corporation (KRA) was published in April 1996 (data were collected in 1992). 

• The final report for the second study, conducted by Macro,5 was published in June 2001 
(data were collected in 2000). 

                                                            
4 PHAs and owners of HUD-assisted housing are required to make an initial determination of eligibility (a ”certification”) and 
thereafter an annual recertification of each household’s rent (a “recertification”). In this report, the term (re)certification refers to 
certifications and annual recertifications. Interim recertifications were not included in this study. 
5 From May 1999 through December 2006, Macro International Inc. was a wholly owned subsidiary of Opinion Research 
Corporation (ORC) and conducted business under the name ORC Macro. In March 2009, Macro International Inc. was acquired 
by ICF International and is a wholly owned subsidiary operating under the name ICF Macro. 
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• The final report for the third study, also conducted by Macro and which covered the first 
half of FY 2003, was published in April 2004. Following the collection of data for the 
second half of FY 2003 a follow-up report was written and published in August 2004. 

• The final report for the fourth study, conducted by Macro was published in July 2005 
(data were collected in 2004). 

• The final report for the fifth study, conducted by Macro was published in October 2006 
(data were collected in 2006). 

• The final report of the sixth study, conducted by Macro was published in October 2007 
(data were collected in 2007). 

• The final report of the seventh study, conducted by Macro was published in October 2008 
(data were collected in 2008). 

• The final report of the eighth study, conducted by ICF Macro, was published in October 
2009 (data were collected in 2009). 

• The final report of the ninth study, conducted by ICF Macro, was published in October 
2010 (data were collected in 2009 and 2010). 

Work on the current project began in April 2010. Tasks completed before data collection 
included designing the research and survey methodology, compiling HUD’s regulations for the 
programs included in the study (Public Housing, PHA-administered Section 8, and owner-
administered), and automating the data collection process. Data were collected from a nationally 
representative sample of HUD-assisted housing projects and project residents whose 
(re)certifications were conducted from November 2009 through October 2010. 

C. Organization of This Report 

This report is organized as follows: 

• Section I: Introduction 

• Section II: Methodology 

• Section III: Study Objectives and Analytic Methods 

• Section IV: Findings 

• Section V: Recommendations 

• Appendices 

 Appendix A: Rent Calculations 

 Appendix B: Weighting Procedures 

 Appendix C: Source Tables 

 Appendix D: Consistency and Calculation Errors 

 Appendix E: Project Staff Questionnaire Analysis 

 Appendix F: Multivariate Analysis 
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D. Definitions of Key Terms 

Definitions of key terms used throughout this report are listed below: 

• Actual Rent—the tenant rent from the 50058 or 50059 Form. 

• Administration Type—PHA or owner. 

• Abstract Month—the month in which the data collection process for any given 
household was initiated. 

• Calculation Errors—arithmetic errors within subsections of the 50058 or 50059 Form. 

• Case Type—certification, recertification, and overdue recertification. 

• Component Errors—the income and expense components used to calculate rent that are 
responsible for an error in the rent calculation. The income components are employment 
income, Social Security and pensions, public assistance, other income, and asset income. 
The expense/allowance components are elderly/disabled allowance, dependent 
allowance, medical expenses, child care expenses, and disability expenses. 

• Consistency Errors—errors in logical conformity between elements within the 50058 or 
50059 Form. 

• Dollar Rent Error—is calculated at the household level by subtracting the household’s 
QC Rent from the Actual Rent. 

• Error Rate—the sum of the dollar amount of Rent Error divided by the sum of the dollar 
amount of the QC Rent. 

• Gross Rent Error—the sum of the absolute values of under- and overpayments. 

• Largest Component Dollar Error—the annual dollar amount of error in the component 
with the largest error. 

• Net Rent Error—the arithmetic sum of over- and underpayments. 

• (Rent) Overpayment—results when the household paid more than it should have paid; 
HUD’s contribution was less than it should have been. 

• Payment Type—underpayment, proper payment, and overpayment. 

• Program Type—Public Housing, Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher, Section 8 
Moderate Rehabilitation, Section 8 project-based, Section 202 PRAC, Section 811 
PRAC, and Section 202/162 PAC. 

• Quality Control Month—the month in which the PHA/owner completed the 
rent calculation. 

• Quality Control (QC) Rent—calculated by ICF Macro using the tenant file, household 
interview, and verification data. 

• Rent Component—the five sources of income (earned, pensions, public assistance, other 
income, and assets) and the five types of deductions (medical, child care, disability 
assistance expenses, dependent allowance, and elderly/disabled allowance). 
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• Rent Error—the difference between the monthly Actual Rent and the monthly QC Rent. 

• Total Component Dollars in Error—the absolute sum (i.e., the sum of the positive and 
negative amounts, ignoring the plus or minus signs) of all individual income and expense 
component errors. These errors are combined to provide an overall Total Dollars in Error 
and are presented as an annual amount. 

• Transcription Errors—errors in transferring information from documentation in the 
tenant file to the 50058 or 50059 Form. 

• (Rent) Underpayment—results when the household paid less than it should have paid; 
HUD’s contribution was higher than it should have been. 
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II. METHODOLOGY 

A. HUD Requirements and Study Standards 

Using the Code of Federal Regulations and official HUD handbooks and notices, all HUD rules 
relevant to the determination of rent were consolidated into a set of HUD requirements. 
These requirements were used to create a uniform set of rules that could identify errors in 
eligibility determination, rent calculation, and unit assignment for the housing programs in the 
study. In general this uniform set of rules, known as the standards, follows the official HUD 
requirements. However, for some complex requirements, standardized procedures had to be 
developed so the data could be collected in a uniform manner. A complete list of standards used 
in this study can be found in the Data Collection Standards for the FY 2010 HUDQC Study, 
Quality Control for Rental Assistance Subsidy Determinations.6 

B. The Sample 

The initial sampling design called for a nationally representative sample of 600 projects with 
four households randomly selected from each project, or 2,400 households. Projects were 
selected with probabilities proportional to size (PPS), but projects whose size exceeded the 
sampling interval were selected for 8, 12, or more households in the project, and were counted as 
more than one project for purposes of determining the sample size. The sampling design required 
approximately equal allocations for the three assisted program types: Public Housing, 
PHA-administered Section 8 (Vouchers and Moderate Rehabilitation), and owner-administered 
(Section 8, Section 202 PRAC, Section 202/162 PAC, and Section 811 PRAC). PHAs that 
participated in the Move to Work block grant demonstration program through Public Housing or 
Section 8 Vouchers were removed from the project-level sample. Because some large projects 
were selected multiple times, the study sample included 543 distinct projects in 58 geographic 
areas across the United States and Puerto Rico. We sampled 200 projects from each major 
program type.7 In addition, data were collected for four households in one additional Public 
Housing project. This additional project was added to the sample to ensure, that given any 
unexpected circumstances, the sample would included a minimum of 2,400 households. 
The final data set includes responses from 2,404 households in the 543 projects. 

The tenant sample was selected from all households that were receiving assistance in Federal 
FY 2010. A random sample of four households was selected from most projects. An equal 
number of potential “replacement” households were identified as potential substitutes when 
selected households did not meet the study requirements or were unavailable to be interviewed. 
However, as noted above, some large projects had additional households. For example, 
14 Housing Authorities’ Section 8 Voucher projects had household sample sizes of 12 or greater, 
including those of New York City and Los Angeles.  

                                                            
6 ICF Macro unpublished report to HUD dated May 6, 2010. 
7 For purposes of this study, a project for the Section 8 Voucher Program is defined as a PHA/county combination. Therefore, if a 
PHA administers vouchers in more than one county, that PHA could be represented in this study by more than one “project.” 
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Once the sample for the QC Study was identified, additional projects and households were 
selected for the 20 largest PHAs in the QC Study sample. This additional sample allowed us to 
provide supplemental findings for these large PHAs. At least 32 cases were sampled per PHA. If 
a PHAs QC Study sample size was sufficiently large, we did not supplement it; however, if only 
a few households were sampled from the PHA, we added substantially to the sample. As in the 
QC study, we allowed vouchers to be selected more than once. Since we selected households in 
groups of 4, we strove for eight projects per PHA, with possible multiple selections for the 
Section 8 voucher and Moderate Rehabilitation projects. The resulting sample yielded 27 new 
projects that were not selected for the QC Study, and 276 new households. For additional 
information on the sampling procedures, see the Sampling Plan for the FY 2010 HUDQC Study, 
Quality Control for Rental Assistance Subsidy Determinations.8 

C. Data Collection 

This study used a multi-stage data collection process to obtain all required information. 
Mail surveys provided project-level information from PHA/project staff. Tenant-level 
information was obtained by field interviewers who abstracted data from the household file, 
interviewed the tenant, and requested verification for income, expense, and household 
composition items from third parties.9 Tenant income, expense, allowance, and third-party 
verification information were collected using HUD-sanctioned data collection procedures. 
ICF Macro field interviewers strictly adhered to these procedures to avoid misclassifying errors 
caused by PHAs/projects that did not follow HUD requirements. 

The initial collection of project level data began in August 2010. Field data collection began in 
November 2010 and ended in early March 2011. Because PHA/projects have varying practices, 
data collection forms and guidelines for data collection were designed to be flexible enough to 
obtain data from circumstances as found in the PHA/project. The major tasks accomplished 
during data collection and the forms used to accomplish them are discussed below. 

Creating the Data Collection Instruments. More than 35 data collection forms were used for 
this study to collect data on both the project and tenant levels. These forms were similar to those 
used for the previous data collection efforts, though modifications were made to many forms to 
improve the data collection process. Project-level forms were used to gather information to 
facilitate data collection, collect data elements necessary to calculate Quality Control (QC) rent, 
and gather information about certification and recertification practices. The tenant-level data 
collection forms were created to collect data and determine whether: (1) there were errors in the 
eligibility determination, (2) the household rent was calculated correctly, and (3) units were 
correctly assigned according to the study standards. Each form was created by a survey research 
specialist and reviewed by a HUD policy expert. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
approved all data collection forms. 

                                                            
8 ICF Macro unpublished report to HUD dated April 30, 2010. 
9 Verification is a process of obtaining information about income or expenses from a third party who can attest to the accuracy of 
the information provided by the household. HUD requires that most information provided by the household be verified by a third 
party or substantiated from documents (e.g., printouts from EIV system). 
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Automating the Data Collection Process. This study used an enhanced version of the data 
collection system used in previous studies. While project-level data were collected on paper and 
the data entered upon receipt at ICF Macro, data from tenant files were entered directly into 
laptop computers, and a computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) system was used to 
interview tenants. This system, referred to as the HUDQC Data Collection Software (HDCS) 
system, was developed by a special team of ICF Macro survey specialists and computer systems 
experts.10 As sections of the instruments were collected by field interviewers, the HDCS system 
compared the data with a range of acceptable responses and data previously entered, allowing 
data entry errors to be corrected in the field. The system required that the data be collected in the 
correct order, and that all the appropriate skip patterns be followed. 

The automated system also alerted the field interviewer if key pieces of information used to 
calculate rent were missing and needed to be located and documented. This structured, automated 
process greatly reduced the need to edit, code, and clean the data after data collection was 
completed. HDCS data were transferred to ICF Macro electronically on a daily basis. The incoming 
data were reviewed in an ongoing quality control process. This continual review of data during data 
collection ensured the accuracy of the data and permitted headquarters staff to resolve issues or 
request further clarifying documents while the field interviewers were still in the field. 

Contacting the PHA/Project. PHA/project contact names were obtained from HUD 
headquarters staff. Letters were sent to PHA/project staff advising them of the study and 
requesting their participation. Prior to field interviewer training and data collection, each project 
in the study was sent a form requesting background information essential to the data collection 
process and specific data used in the calculation of QC rent. The rent calculation information 
requested varied by program but included such items as passbook rate, utility allowance 
schedules, payment standards, minimum rent and flat rent. PHA/project staff verified the project 
type and size, and the location of project offices and files. Projects were also requested to 
indicate if the selected project had been designated a “special demonstration project” by HUD. 
If a project answered in the affirmative to this question, the status was confirmed and the project 
was replaced in the study. Public Housing projects were also requested to identify any income 
exclusions that had been adopted in addition to those specified by HUD. The data requested from 
the PHA/project were essential in preparation for interviewers to begin the process of collecting 
data and for the calculation of the QC rent. For these reasons, a 100 percent response rate to our 
request for information was necessary. Rigorous strategies were employed to ensure compliance 
and completeness of requested information prior to field data collection. 

As the data collection in the field began, a PHA/project staff person knowledgeable about 
certification and recertification procedures was asked to complete a survey on the web. This 
survey requested information about local policies and procedures that might help explain the rent 
error findings. Questions included staff training practices, verification procedures, workload of 
staff who conduct certifications and recertifications, quality control practices used to review the 
work of this staff, and, for PHAs, optional questions regarding their policies on interim reviews. 

                                                            
10 The base of HDCS is the CSPRO software system used to collect demographic and health information in many countries, in 
conjunction with the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). 
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Hiring and Training Field Interviewers. Sixty-six field interviewers were hired to complete the 
field data collection. Each field interviewer was assigned a group of projects. Field interviewers 
typically lived in the same general area as the projects selected for the study. Ten-day training 
sessions were held for 31 field interviewers who had not worked on the FY 2009 study, and a 
three-day training was conducted for 15 interviewers who had completed the FY 2009 study. 
In addition, a three-day remote training was offered for 16 field interviewers that had worked on at 
least the last two consecutive HUDQC studies. The 10-day training covered: 

• Project background 

• HUD programs and requirements 

• Survey procedures 

• Automated data collection 

• Administrative procedures. 

The three-day training sessions covered a review of the project background and data collection 
procedures and focused particularly on changes implemented for the FY 2009 study. 

Abstracting from Tenant Files. At certification and recertification, PHAs/projects must 
complete a HUD Form 50058 for each household in Public Housing and PHA-administered 
Section 8 programs. A HUD Form 50059 is required for all other programs in the study. 
Data from the HUD Forms 50058/50059 (50058/50059 Form) were entered directly into the 
HUD Data Collection Software (HDCS) on each field interviewer’s laptop computer. As the data 
were entered, the system identified potential data entry errors, such as incorrect codes or 
numbers, on the basis of internal calculations and consistency checks. If key data used in the rent 
calculation formula were missing from the 50058/50059 Form, the system alerted the interviewer 
and the interviewer obtained the information from another document in the tenant file or project 
office. These electronic checking procedures enabled field interviewers to make immediate 
corrections and updates. 

HDCS was designed to collect data in the same formats as the official 50058 and 50059 Forms 
published by HUD. New York City Public Housing Authority uses a format for the 50058 Form 
that differs from this standard format. However, due to the large number of NYC Public Housing 
and Section 8 Voucher cases in the study, copies of the corresponding PIC 50058 Forms for 
these cases were requested and used for data collection when available. In previous study years 
we encountered projects where the 50058 Forms differed from the official HUD format. In those 
cases paper crosswalks were developed by ICF Macro by examining the data elements on the 
atypical form and developing a plan that illustrated which fields corresponded to the standard 
50058 Form. In the FY 2010 study 23 non-standard documents required crosswalks. These were 
found in seven projects administered by 4 PHAs. 

In addition to the data collected from the 50058/50059 Form, field interviewers collected data 
from the tenant files to document the determination of tenant eligibility and the calculation of 
rent. A series of Documentation Forms were created for this purpose. The Documentation Form 
data were entered directly into the HDCS system. The Documentation Form module also 
collected information indicating whether the income, asset, household composition, or expense 
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information used by the PHA/owner was verified. HDCS compared data from the 50058/50059 
Form with that entered into the Documentation Forms module and alerted the field interviewer to 
possible data entry errors so that data could be reviewed and any necessary corrections made 
immediately, while the file documents were easily accessible. 

During the Documentation Form data entry phase, documents from the file were photocopied 
when appropriate and sent to ICF Macro weekly. Always copied were the 50058/50059 Forms, 
any earned income documentation, utility allowance calculation worksheets, and the most recent 
9886/9887 Tenant Consent form from the file. Field interviewers were also required to 
photocopy file documents that provided information that was missing from the 50058/50059 
Form, if that information was necessary to calculate QC rent (i.e., number of bedrooms), and any 
Earned Income Disregard documentation in the file, as well as documents to support Flat Rent 
selection. The photocopies were used to insure the accuracy of QC rent. 

Interviewing Tenants. An adult household member (preferably the head of the household) was 
interviewed in person using CAPI for this study. Interview questions focused on family 
composition, sources and amounts of income, assets, and applicable expenses. Data were 
collected for the same point in time as when the recertification was conducted. HDCS compared 
data from the 50058/50059 Form with that entered during the interview to alert the interviewer to 
possible errors. 

Requesting Verification from Third-Party Sources. When there was no evidence in the tenant 
file that the PHA/owner verified the information used for calculating rent, or the existing 
verification information did not meet requirements agreed to for this study,11 ICF Macro 
requested verification from the appropriate third-party sources. Verification was also requested 
from third parties when household interviews resulted in the identification of sources of income 
that were not shown in the tenant files. Tenants signed release forms during the household 
interview so that third-party verification of income and expenses could be obtained. In addition, 
release form cover letters were also signed by all adult members of the household to ensure that 
the third parties would be satisfied with the validity of the requests for verification. Third parties 
completed the forms and returned them to ICF Macro. 

Matching Social Security Data. Sample household members were matched with Social Security 
Administration (SSA) files by HUD. Using the output from this match, the Social Security and 
Supplemental Security income (SSI) benefit, and Medicare premium data for all household 
members were identified. These data were considered third-party verification during the final QC 
rent determination. 

                                                            
11 For purposes of this study, verification was acceptable if it was in writing, received from the third party, and dated 60 days 
before or 30 days after the recertification was completed. 
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D. Field Data Collection Time Periods 

Data were collected in the field between November 2010 and March 2011 for the certification or 
annual recertification that occurred during FY 2010 (October 2009 through September 2010).12 
Field interviewers collected data related to actions that may have occurred up to 18 months prior 
to the file abstraction and household interview. One of the challenges of collecting data to 
document actions taken in the past is developing methodologies to ensure data are collected for 
the situation that existed at the selected point in time. For the respondent in the household 
interview, recalling details of life situations at a past point in time presents difficulties. This may 
be complicated by the fact that some respondents in this population may have unstable situations 
resulting from inconsistent income or changing numbers of household members. In light of this, 
strategies were developed to ensure consistent and accurate collection of data across program 
types, projects, and households in the study. Two of the strategies developed that were of 
primary importance to the data collection are described in this section. 

Quality Control Month. The month for which data were collected is referred to as the Quality 
Control Month (QCM). This month represents the date the rent calculation for the certification or 
annual recertification (conducted in FY 2010) was completed. For most households in the 
owner-administered programs, the QCM is the month in which the project manager (or other 
authorized housing project staff member) signed the 50059 Form, certifying that the information 
contained on the form was correct. The rent calculation date on the 50058 Form was the 
“date modified” printed on the form. If these pieces of information were not available on the 
50058/50059 Form, the field interviewer used other documentation in the tenant file to determine 
when the action was taken. 

After the QCM was established, the data from the 50058/50059 Form corresponding to the QCM 
was entered into HDCS. The data from the documents used by the project staff to verify 
information on the 50058/50059 Form in the QCM were also entered in a separate HDCS 
module. The household interview was conducted with frequent reminders to the respondent that 
questions were being asked as of the QCM. 

Note: If the recertification was overdue by more than 12 months, the QCM was moved forward 
in 12-month intervals to a point in time within FY 2010. In this situation, during the household 
interview, the respondent was questioned about circumstances for the month in which the 
recertification would have been completed had the housing project staff completed it on time. 
In rare situations, when the rent was calculated after the effective date of the action (because of 
retroactive adjustments) the QCM is the earlier of the two dates—the rent calculation or the 
effective date of the action. 

Third-Party Verification Rules. Occasionally the verifications found in the file for household 
composition, income, asset, and expense items were different than those required by HUD. 
In addition, files were likely to contain verification documents other than those intended to 
support the recertification corresponding to the QCM. To ensure that the data from the right 

                                                            
12 To account for delays between the time the work is completed by the PHA/project staff and the effective date of the 
recertification, actions effective in October 2010 were included in the FY 2010 study. 
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documents (those that had been gathered to verify the information on the 50058/50059 Form 
being reviewed) were entered into HDCS, and to apply rules fairly and consistently across all 
households in the study, a set of rules defining acceptable verification were developed. 
For purposes of this study, verification was considered acceptable if it was in writing, was 
received from a third party, and was dated 60 days before or 30 days after the date the 
recertification was completed. Field interviewers were given detailed instructions on the various 
types of documents they were likely to find in the file and how to classify them. The date and 
type of verification for each household, income, and expense item was entered into HDCS during 
file abstraction. The HDCS system informed the interviewer if any items did not meet the 
verification requirements of the study. For the items that did not meet the requirements, the field 
interviewer requested written verification from the appropriate third party. 

E. Constructing the Analysis Files 

The initial database consisted of five separate files that included: abstracted 50058 and 50059 
Forms, tenant file information from the Documentation Form module, information from the 
household interview, and the third-party release forms. Data items were collected at both the 
member and household levels, with income and expense items in hourly, weekly, monthly, or 
annual amounts. ICF Macro constructed an analysis file that annualized all income and expense 
data at the household level. For some items, such as stable income from Social Security, this 
calculation was relatively easy. For other items, such as sporadic employment or medical expenses, 
annualizing income or deductions was more complicated. A unique linking variable was created to 
compare information abstracted from file documentation with information obtained in the 
household interview and received from third-party verification. This variable specifically identified 
the income/asset/expense and household member to which it belonged. 

For the calculation of rent error, the final analysis files contained income and expense/allowance 
data aggregated at the household level in annual amounts. Rent data were in monthly amounts. 
Separate files were created for the analysis of issues such as verification, internal 50058/50059 
Form errors, and occupancy standards. 

F. Rent Formulae 

HUD uses specific formulae for determining tenant rents for each of its programs. The formula 
for determining the Total Tenant Payment (TTP) is the same for all programs except 
Sections 202 PRAC, 811 PRAC, and 202/162 PAC. The TTP is the greater of: 

1. Thirty percent of a household’s adjusted monthly income, which is one-twelfth of the 
total of all household members’ earned and unearned income (other than those amounts 
specifically excluded by HUD or PHA policy), less allowances for elderly/disabled 
households and for household dependents, and deductions for disability, medical, and 
child care expenses 

2. Ten percent of a household’s gross monthly income with no allowances or expense 
deductions 

3. The welfare rent in as-paid states (New York was the only as-paid state in this study) 
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4. The minimum rent ($25 for owner-administered projects, or an amount established by the 
PHA, not to exceed $50). 

The formula for determining the TTP for the Sections 202 PRAC, 811 PRAC, and 
202/162 PAC programs includes Steps 1–3 above, but there is no minimum rent requirement for 
these programs. 

There are five different rent calculations used to calculate the actual amount of the household’s 
rent depending on the program type. For the Section 8 Voucher program, household-specific 
characteristics also affect the calculation. These five rent calculations include: 

1. Public Housing 

2. Section 8 Project-Based (including Moderate Rehabilitation), Sections 202 PRAC, 
811 PRAC, and Section 202/162 PAC 

3. Section 8 Vouchers 

4. Section 8 Enhanced Vouchers (there were 21 Enhanced Voucher households in the study) 

5. Manufactured Home Space Rental for Section 8 Vouchers (there were no households in 
the study sample that met this criterion). 

The household rent was calculated after data from all sources were collected. When calculating 
rent, a cap was placed on the maximum amount of rent the tenant was required to pay. For all 
Section 8 programs, this is the Gross Rent. In the Public Housing program, this is the Flat Rent. 
If the Flat Rent was not available, the Ceiling Rent was used to cap the rent. The rent is not 
capped for the Section 202 PRAC or Section 811 PRAC programs. 

Additional rent calculations were necessary for households with ineligible noncitizens. 
Determining the correct rent for these households is a multi-part process that first determines 
whether the household is entitled to continued assistance, or temporary deferral of termination of 
assistance, and then prorating the rent if appropriate. Two proration formulae were used—one 
for Public Housing and one for all Section 8 programs. 

The algorithms for the rent calculation formulae can be found in Appendix A. 

G. Calculation of Rent Error 

The monthly rent algorithms used by ICF Macro to calculate the national estimates of error are 
the following: 

• Actual Rent—The monthly rent indicated on the 50058/50059 Form. If this item was 
missing on the 50058/50059 Form, the Actual Rent was taken from another official 
document in the file.13 

                                                            
13 Rent Roll data were not used as a substitute for Actual Rent because a previous study found that the Rent Roll sometimes 
included amounts to make up for previous unpaid rent, fines, or damages, etc. 
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• Quality Control Rent—The monthly rent calculated by ICF Macro using all of the 
verified household information.14 

Rent error was calculated by subtracting the QC Rent from the Actual Rent. A discrepancy of 
$5 or less between the monthly Actual and QC Rent was not considered to be an error. The $5 
window was used to allow for minor calculation and rounding errors, and to focus the data 
analysis on major sources of error. 

H. Quality Control Rent 

ICF Macro calculated QC Rents using the best available information. Every effort was made to 
use data that would have been available to the PHA/project when determining which data to use 
in the QC rent calculation. Each income and expense item was processed individually. For each 
item, ICF Macro first used available verification from the project files. If acceptable verification 
was not available from the tenant file, verification was requested from an appropriate third party 
(see Section II-D for a discussion of acceptable verification). If the verification was not returned 
by the third party and the tenant file did not include verification, information obtained during the 
household interview was used. The following special procedures were followed when calculating 
the QC Rent as appropriate: 

• Income that started after the QCM was not counted when calculating the QC Rent. 

• Income that ended after the QCM was counted for the full year unless it was clear that the 
PHA/owner knew that this income was going to end. 

• Earned income bonuses were not counted unless it was clear that the bonus was paid on a 
regular basis. 

• Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) and Other Welfare income were 
treated as the same source of income so that income listed as TANF on one form 
(e.g., the household questionnaire), and Other Welfare on another form (e.g., the 
Documentation Forms) would not be counted twice. 

• Welfare (TANF and Other Welfare) income, Child Support income, and Child Care 
expenses were treated at the household level instead of the member level so that the same 
source of income associated with one member (e.g., the head of household) on one form, 
and another member (e.g., a child) on another form would not be counted twice. 

• Disability status was assigned to a household member based on EIV documentation if 
two items were evident on the EIV printout: (1) receipt of Social Security or 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits and (2) a disability status of “yes.” 

                                                            
14 Attempts were made to verify items that were not verified by PHA/owner staff; however, verification was not always obtained. 
If verification was not available, other information from the tenant file or information obtained during the household interview 
was used to calculate the QC rent. When calculating QC rents, codes were assigned to indicate which rents were based on 
verified information and those for which the income/expense information was only partially or not verified. 
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• Passbook rates (for determining the imputed income from assets) for PHA-administered 
programs were taken from the project-level information provided by PHA/owner staff. 
The passbook rate for owner-administered programs is 2 percent. 

• For new certifications, the low and very low income limits were obtained from 
HUD’s website. 

• When determining the prorated rent for Public Housing households with ineligible 
noncitizens, if the Maximum Rent was not present on the 50058 Form, the Fair Market 
Rent (FMR) was used instead of the 95th percentile of Gross Rent because the 
95th percentile of Gross Rent was not available. 

• The values from the 50058 Form were used for minimum rent, gross rent, payment 
standard, and flat rent unless the value was missing, in which case the missing value was 
taken from the PHA/project-level information provided by PHA staff. 

• The values from the 50059 Form were used for gross rent and contract rent unless the 
value was missing, in which case the missing value was taken from the project-level 
information provided by owner staff. 

• Welfare rent for the State of New York was taken from the project-level information 
provided by PHA staff. 

• A separate verification code was used to identify verification obtained from the 
Enterprise Income Verification (EIV) system. When Social Security, SSI, or Black Lung 
benefits were verified with EIV, the verification was considered third-party in writing. 
If EIV information was in the file for earned income or unemployment benefits, the dates 
associated with the form were examined to determine if the PHA/project staff had access 
to the EIV information at the time of the recertification. Copies of EIV (as well as other 
types of verification of earned income found in the tenant file) were sent to ICF Macro 
headquarters and reviewed by data quality specialists to prevent mistakes in calculating 
the QC earned income value. 

• When working with Social Security and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefit 
information obtained through the Social Security Administration data match, sometimes 
discrepancies were found between that data and EIV printouts found in the tenant file. 
If the two sources of information were contradictory, the information found on the EIV 
printout (from the tenant file) was used in the QC calculation. 

I. HUD Requirements Complicating the Analysis 

Several HUD requirements affected the data collection methodology and subsequent analysis. 
As noted in Section II-A, relevant HUD requirements were incorporated in the study standards 
used to determine error. All data collection procedures and analyses were developed on the basis 
of these study standards. Though most standards were easily implemented, several were more 
problematic and they complicated the data collection or analysis, as discussed below. 

Anticipated Income. The amount of rent a household will pay is determined on the basis of 
anticipated household income and deductions for the 12 months following recertification. 
For households with a stable income source like Social Security or steady employment, annual 
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income estimates for the next 12 months are relatively accurate. However, many assisted 
households have members with sporadic employment or members who move in and out of the 
household. Also, certain expenses such as medical expenses (for elderly/disabled households) 
and child care costs may be very difficult to anticipate. Determining whether such income and 
expense amounts were figured correctly at the time of recertification is very difficult when data 
are collected after the changes occurred. Every effort was made to treat questionable income or 
expenses in the same manner as PHA/project staff treated them. Several of the special 
procedures described in Section II-H were created for this purpose. 

Third-Party Verification. HUD regulations require that the information supplied by residents at 
recertification be verified by third parties (e.g., employers, the Social Security Administration, 
banks, medical personnel). Field interviewers obtained release forms from the households when 
evidence of verification was not present in the tenant’s file and they then requested verification 
from the appropriate third parties. However, some third parties did not respond, others returned 
information for incorrect time periods, others required payment for the information requested, 
and other problems were encountered in obtaining the correct verification. Follow-up requests 
for missing verification were not made in all cases due to time constraints. 

ICF Macro and HUD established a set of verification rules to determine whether an item was 
verified. Section II-D shows the rules used to determine if verification was acceptable and for 
each matched item used in the rent calculation. Verification rates for different rent components 
are in Tables 1a–1f (in Appendix C) and Exhibit IV-1 in Section IV-B. 

Earned Income Disregard. The regulations governing the Public Housing and the Section 8 
Voucher programs require PHAs to exclude a portion of earned income for households meeting 
certain criteria. Only participants in these programs—not applicants entering the programs—are 
eligible for this income exclusion. 

To identify households eligible for the earned income disregard, tenants were asked about 
training and self-sufficiency programs during the household interview. Forty-one household 
members were identified as possibly being entitled to an earned income disregard. 

For these household members, we examined the tenant file information on the 50058 Form and 
the Documentation Forms. We compared the QC calculated earned income exclusion (using the 
household questionnaire information) with the earned income used by the PHA when calculating 
the total annual income. When determining whether a household member was entitled to an 
earned income disregard because of unemployment, we reviewed income match data available 
from the National Directory of New Hires. 

In 28 (of the 41) cases, neither the PHA nor the QC calculation gave an earned income disregard. 
In 8 cases the PHA and the QC calculation gave an earned income disregard. In four cases the 
PHA gave an earned income disregard but QC did not.  

Training Programs. The regulations governing all housing programs included in this study 
require PHA/owners to exclude all amounts received under training programs funded by HUD, 
as well as the incremental earnings and benefits resulting to any family member from 
participation in qualifying State or local employment training programs. 
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To identify households eligible for the training program exclusions, the field interviewers 
documented training program information found in the tenant file and provided during the tenant 
interview. Based on documentation in the tenant file and information from the household 
interview, 13 household members had indications of involvement in training programs. None of 
these 13 were found to be eligible for the training program income exclusion.  

Permissible Deductions. Public Housing programs may adopt deductions from annual income 
in addition to HUD’s required deductions. To make sure that the appropriate additional 
permissible deductions were taken into consideration when determining the adjusted annual 
income, we looked at two sources. First, we looked at Items 8b through 8e on the 50058 Form 
where the type and amount of permissible deductions were recorded. Second, we asked a 
question in the Project Specific Information request to identify additional exclusions adopted by 
the Public Housing PHAs. We found that many PHAs use the Permissible Deduction section 
(items 8b through 8e) of the 50058 Form to record all kinds of information that have nothing to 
do with permissible deductions. Therefore, we had to rely on the Project Specific Information 
request to determine whether the items listed on the 50058 Form were in fact additional 
permissible deductions. On the basis of the information obtained through the Project Specific 
Information requests and the 50058 Forms, 14 households representing seven PHAs were 
entitled to permissible deductions. In 10 cases a percentage between 7.65 percent and 
22.5 percent of earned income was deducted from the gross earned income, and one case where 
the net earned income was used. In two cases the PHA deducted 100% of medical expenses for 
families with earned income. Finally in one case the PHA deducted $1,152 from annual income 
for part-time students. 

Flat Rent. Households that elected to pay a flat rent rather than an income-based rent were 
included in the study. For these households there is no rent error. The QC rent is the same as the 
Flat Rent used by the PHA. There are 65 flat rent cases in the study sample. It should be noted 
that determining if a household is paying the flat rent is not always easy because of contradicting 
data within the 50058 Form. For most cases, items 2a-Flat Rent Annual Update, and 10u-Type of 
Rent Selected could be used to identify whether the household is paying the flat rent instead of 
income-based rent. However, if these two items contradicted one another, notations from other 
documents in the file were taken into consideration. 

Ineligible Noncitizens. HUD regulations require that rent be prorated for households with 
ineligible noncitizens unless the household meets certain criteria that allow continuation of full 
assistance. ICF Macro reviewed all households with ineligible noncitizens to ensure that the rent 
was calculated correctly. No households with ineligible noncitizens were entitled to continuation 
of full assistance. Eight households (less than 1 percent of the households in the study) included 
an ineligible noncitizen. 

Reduced or Terminated TANF Benefits. The regulations governing Public Housing and 
PHA-administered Section 8 programs included in the study require using the amount of the 
TANF benefit before reduction or termination, resulting from fraud or failure to cooperate with 
the welfare family self-sufficiency program. To identify households with reduced or terminated 
TANF benefits, tenants were asked during the household interview about previous receipt of 
TANF and whether their TANF benefits were reduced during the household interview. 
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If the TANF benefits were reduced or terminated due to fraud or failure to comply with the 
welfare family self-sufficiency requirements, the value of the TANF benefit before the reduction 
or termination was used in the QC Rent calculation.15 The TANF benefits in 65 households were 
reviewed and in two cases the QC is counting imputed TANF amounts but the PHA did not 
impute TANF benefits. 

Students. The regulations governing the PHA-administered Section 8 and owner-administered 
programs included in the study require that students age 18 or over but under age 24 meet certain 
criteria. If these criteria are not met, the student’s parent’s income must be included when 
determining if the student meets the program’s financial requirements. For households with 
students, field interviewers documented student enrollment and member characteristics found in 
the tenant file and provided during the tenant interview. These households were reviewed to 
determine if the student met the special student criteria as defined by HUD regulations. 
Twenty-six cases were reviewed and all were correctly receiving housing assistance. 

                                                            
15 The value of this reduced or terminated TANF is offset by the amount of additional income the family received that started 
after the time the sanction was imposed. 
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III. STUDY OBJECTIVES AND ANALYTIC METHODS 

This section presents the 17 study objectives and a brief description of the methodology used to 
meet them.16 At the end of this section, Exhibit III-2 presents a chart summarizing the objectives 
and providing information on where each objective is addressed within the report. 

Objective 1: Identify the various types of rent errors, rent error rates, and calculate their 
variance estimates. 

The types of errors and error rates in the 2000 through FY 2009 studies are replicated in the 
FY 2010 analyses. These errors include percent of households paying correct and incorrect rent, 
dollar error amounts, and dollar error rates. Variance estimates (standard errors) are provided for 
selected error rates. Errors are determined by recalculating the tenant rent on the basis of verified 
QC information and subtracting this amount from the tenant rent indicated on the 50058/50059 
Form (Actual Rent). The following three types of dollar rent error estimates were calculated: 

• Dollar Rent Error—The difference between the monthly Actual Rent and the monthly 
QC Rent (i.e., Actual Rent minus QC Rent). A household rent is found to be in error if 
the difference between the Actual Rent and QC Rent is greater than $5, while “proper” 
rent payments reflect differences of $5 or less. Rates of exactly matching Actual and QC 
rents (within $1) are also presented. Simple percentages of the number of households 
paying the proper and exact rents are reported, as well as the percentage of households in 
error per program, the average gross dollars in error, and the percentage of rent dollars in 
error. For households who were ineligible when initially certified, the QC Rent is the flat 
rent for Public Housing households, or the Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) for 
Section 8 programs. The dollar error is this amount minus the Actual Rent. 

• Total Component Dollars in Error—The absolute sum (i.e., the sum of the positive and 
negative amounts, ignoring the plus or minus signs) of all individual income and expense 
component errors. These errors are combined to provide an overall Total Dollars in Error 
and are presented as annual amounts.17 A dollar amount of rent overpayment and 
underpayment was calculated for each component with identified error; however, some of 
these errors were overlapping or offsetting. For example, earned income may have been 
underreported while—perhaps because of a calculation error—Supplemental Security 
Income may have been overstated. The net difference could be zero, or a positive or 
negative amount. 

• Largest Component Dollar Error—The annual dollar amount of error for the income or 
expense components with the largest error. Income and expense components include the 
five sources of income (earned, pension, public assistance, other income, and assets) and 
the five types of deductions (medical, childcare, and disability assistance expenses, 

                                                            
16 See Analysis Plan for the FY 2010 HUDQC Study, Quality Control for Rental Assistance Subsidy Determinations, 
an unpublished ICF Macro report to HUD, dated May 3, 2010 for a more detailed description of the methodology. 
17 Because dollar component errors (CE) are reported on an annual basis while dollar rent errors (RE) are reported on a monthly 
basis, and rents are generally set at 30 percent of adjusted income, component errors are usually 40 times the corresponding rent 
error (.30 * CE = 12 * RE, or CE = (12/.30) * RE = (120/3) x RE = 40 * RE). 
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dependent allowance, and elderly/disabled allowance). If the component with the largest 
error is earned income, the largest dollar error would reflect the difference between 
the earned income used by the PHA/project, and the earned income used in the QC 
rent calculation. 

The dollar error rate is used for other error calculations, including the national Rent Error Rate 
and Net and Gross Error Rates. The latter error calculations link errors in the rent determination 
process to dollar error rates, sparking new oversight practices to better manage HUD subsidies. 

Objective 2: Identify the dollar costs of the various types of administrative errors. 

Five types of administrative errors are linked to rent errors. Data obtained directly from the 
50058/50059 Form as well as project and tenant information from the tenant file are used to 
identify and measure each of the following error types: 

• Calculation errors 

• Consistency errors 

• Transcription errors 

• Incorrect determination of allowances and income sources 

• Overdue recertifications. 

Calculation errors are detected by recalculating section subtotals and the final rent based on the 
exact information on the 50058/50059 Form. The tenant rent is calculated using the detailed 
information on the 50058/50059 Form and compared to the actual tenant rent on the 
50058/50059 Form. If the two rents differ, there is a calculation error. 

Consistency errors are determined when there is a lack of logical conformity between elements 
within the 50058/50059 Form. For example, the Effective Date of Action must be on or after the 
Date of Admission. Elderly status information must be consistent with information about the age 
of the head of household or spouse. 

Transcription errors are detected by comparing 50058/50059 Form data with information in the 
tenant file. If the 50058/50059 Form data for a specific income or expense item does not match 
the tenant file data, a transcription error exists. 

Incorrect determination of allowances and income sources are identified by taking tenant file 
information and comparing it with the 50058/50059 Form data. Allowance errors are detected by 
calculating the allowances based on the tenant file information and comparing this QC allowance 
with the Actual Allowance on the 50058/50059 Form. Similarly, income is calculated based on 
the types and amounts of income reported in the tenant file. The improper application of 
allowances and incorrect calculation of income are a subset of transcription errors. 

Overdue recertifications produce rent errors because rents are based on out-of-date information. 
For households with overdue recertifications, the QC information is based on the month the 
recertification should have been completed rather than when it was completed. 
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Objective 3: Estimate the national-level costs for total error and major error types. 

This analysis includes determining the national Rent Error Rate, the numbers and proportions of 
households found to be in error, and the dollar amount of rent error and the proportion of total 
dollars found to be in error. Sample data are weighted to provide national estimates. 

Objective 4: Determine the relationship between errors detectable using the HUD 50058 
and HUD 50059 Forms and total errors found in the study. 

As discussed under Objective 2, calculation and consistency errors identify mistakes made by the 
housing project staff. Under Objective 4, households with calculation and consistency errors are 
compared to households with QC errors to determine if error found within the 50058/50059 
Form can be used to predict QC error. 

Objective 5: Determine whether error rates and error costs have statistically significant 
differences from program to program. 

This analysis presents differences in error rates by program type. Data are provided for three 
program groups: Public Housing, PHA-administered Section 8 (Section 8 Vouchers and 
Moderate Rehabilitation programs), and owner-administered (Section 8, Section 202 PRAC, 
Section 811 PRAC, and Section 202/162 PAC). The gross and net error rates are provided for 
each of these program types. The gross error rate is the sum dollar amount of gross error divided 
by the sum dollar amount of QC Rent, and the net error rate is the sum dollar amount of net error 
divided again by the sum dollar amount of QC Rent. Multivariate analyses were performed to 
determine whether differences from program to program were statistically significant. 

Objective 6: Determine the apparent cause of significant rent errors, either on a sample 
or a comprehensive basis, to provide HUD with information on whether the 
error was caused primarily by the tenant or by program sponsor staff. 

As was done in the previous studies, we provide descriptive information on the sources of 
discrepancies between housing file information and verified information, and describe the 
incidence of administrative errors and their impacts. We also examine whether failure to verify 
sources of income and expenses contributes to QC error. Multivariate analyses using 
administrative errors and income components as independent variables are performed to identify 
how these errors affect the QC Dollar Rent Error. 

Objective 7: Determine the extent to which households are over-housed relative to HUD’s 
occupancy standards. 

This objective addresses whether households reside in units with the correct number of 
bedrooms. Generally acceptable HUD guidelines specifying the appropriate size unit for assisted 
households are shown in Exhibit III-1.18 

                                                            
18 Local projects have discretion in determining unit size, and may determine unit size differently than shown. 
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For most programs, the rules are not based solely on household size and allow discretion on the 
part of the project staff. All programs allow exceptions to these rules. This study replicates the 
analyses in the previous studies that identified bedroom size and program, and the proportion of 
households in compliance with and in violation of occupancy standards according to the 
guidelines in the Exhibit III-1. 

Exhibit III-1 
PHA-Administered Section 8 Unit Size Standards 

Number of Bedrooms 

Number of Persons in Household 

Minimum Maximum 

0 1 1 

1 1 2 

2 2 4 

3 3 6 

4 4 8 

5 5 10 

Objective 8: Provide information on the extent to which errors are concentrated in 
projects and programs. 

Further descriptive analyses are conducted to examine whether errors are concentrated within or 
are randomly distributed across PHAs/projects. Multivariate analyses are conducted with the 
tenant as the unit of analysis. Tenant and PHA/project characteristics were analyzed as 
independent variables predicting error rates. This analysis identified how each of these variables 
contributes to rent error. The results will help guide HUD’s management of error rates and 
elaborate relationships between management practices and project/tenant characteristics that 
affect error rates. 

Objective 9: Identify the percentage of newly certified tenants who were incorrectly 
determined eligible for program admission. 

Incorrect initial eligibility determinations create long-term problems for assisted-housing 
programs. Newly certified households are reviewed to determine whether they met the eligibility 
requirements for assisted housing. 

Five eligibility requirements reviewed at initial certification are not a part of the recertification 
process (and thus not confirmed on an ongoing basis): definition of family, citizenship, 
verification of Social Security numbers, signing consent forms, and low and very low income 
limits. This study did not investigate the definition of family because it is determined by the 
PHA or owner. Therefore, findings are provided on four of the five initial certification criteria. 
This study also did not include suitability factors that PHA/owners may use in selecting 
tenants—factors such as tenant histories, histories of drug use or criminal activity. 
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Objective 10: Determine the extent to which Section 8 Voucher rent comparability 
determinations are found in the tenant file, and indicate the method used to 
support the determination. Determine whether voucher payment standards 
are within 90 to 110 percent of fair market rents, and determine whether the 
correct utility allowances are being used in Section 8 voucher households. 

To comply with the rent reasonableness requirement, housing authorities must determine that 
Section 8 voucher rents are reasonable in comparison with rents for similar housing in the 
private, unassisted market. Using information collected from tenant files, we estimated the 
proportion of Section 8 voucher recipients with comparable documentation. For those with 
documentation, we classified the type of evidence cited in the tenant file documentation 
(e.g., no evidence, cited market estimates for comparable units, or the rents of one or more units 
considered to be comparable). We present weighted proportions of voucher recipients with rent 
comparability data. 

Additionally, payment standard data from the 50058 Form are compared with FMR data to 
identify the households whose payment standards fall outside the 90 to 110 percent FMR band. 
Utility allowance schedules are likewise matched to tenant files to evaluate the issues associated 
with independently evaluating utility allowances as a potential component of rent error. 

Objective 11: Estimate the total positive and negative errors in terms of HUD subsidies. 

Proper payments are those in which the Actual Rent equals the QC Rent. Errors can be either 
tenant overpayments (Actual Rent greater than QC Rent) or tenant underpayments (Actual Rent 
less than QC Rent). Overpayment error rates were calculated by dividing the total amount of 
overpayment by the total QC Rent; underpayment error rates were calculated similarly by 
dividing the total amount of underpayments by the total QC Rent. 

Objective 12: Determine the extent to which error rates in projects that use an automated 
rent calculation system differ from errors in those that do not. 

We investigate the relationship between using an automated rent calculation system and project-level 
gross error rate using an analysis of variance. We also examine whether gross rent error differed 
significantly by computer use between programs. This analysis is addressed in Appendix F. 

Objective 13: Determine whether other tenant or project characteristics on which data are 
available are correlated with higher or lower error rates. 

To respond to this objective, we use multivariate analysis to conduct more detailed analyses of 
differences among PHA/projects and provide HUD with more information for identifying 
projects and tenants likely to exhibit high error rates. This analysis is addressed in Appendix F. 
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Objective 14: Determine whether cases for which 50058/50059 Form data had been 
submitted to HUD were more or less likely to have errors than those for 
which data had not been submitted. 

The QC sample was matched to the TRACS/PIC data. Analysis was conducted to compare the 
average dollars in error for households included in TRACS/PIC with those that are not. 

Objective 15: Determine the extent of errors that were due to unreporting of income 
by tenants. 

All household members in the QC study will be matched with the National Directory of New 
Hires (NDNH) database to identify sources of earnings and unemployment compensation 
benefits received, but not reported, by tenants. Following the guidelines provided in the HUD 
Income Matching Procedures for Analyzing Income Match Data, unreported sources of income 
will be identified and the subsidy overpayment dollars associated with those unreported sources 
of income will be identified. The findings from this analysis are presented in a separate report. 

Objective 16: Determine the extent of program administrator rent and income 
determination errors. 

This objective is essentially a summary of Objectives 1 through 3. The percentage of households 
in error and the dollars associated with those households will be determined analytically and 
reported accordingly. 

Objective 17: Determine the extent of errors due to Multifamily Housing Program 
administrators billing for subsidy that did not correspond to the subsidy 
reported on the HUD-50019/HUD-50059A for a tenant household. 

In FY 2010, the Multifamily Housing Program Billing Study option was not implemented. 

Exhibit III-2 
Summary of Study Objectives 

# Objective 

Where Objective Is Addressed 

Executive Summary Section IV 

1 Identify the various types of rent errors, rent error rates, and 
calculate their variance estimates: 

• Dollar Rent Error 

• Total Component Dollars in Error 

• Largest Component Dollar Error. 

p. iv–viii 
Exhibits 2 & 5 

p. 2–7; Exhibits 3–5 
p. 12–15; 

Exhibits 13–14 

2 Identify the dollar costs of the various types of errors: 

• Calculation errors 

• Consistency errors 

• Transcription errors 

• Incorrect determination of allowances and income 
sources 

• Overdue recertifications. 

p. vi–viii p. 20–22;  
Exhibits 22–23 

p. 12–13;  
Exhibits 12–13 
p. 10; Exhibit 9 

3 Estimate the national-level costs for total error and major 
error types. 

p. v; Exhibit 3 p. 3–7; Exhibits 3–6 
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# Objective 

Where Objective Is Addressed 

Executive Summary Section IV 

4 Determine the relationship between errors detectable using the 
HUD 50058 and HUD 50059 Forms and total errors found in 
the study. 

p. ix p. 17; Exhibit 18 

5 Determine whether error rates and error costs have statistically 
significant differences from program to program. 

p. xi p.43 

6 Determine the apparent cause of significant rent errors, either 
on a sample or a comprehensive basis, to provide HUD with 
information on whether the error was caused primarily by the 
tenant or by program sponsor staff. 

p. vi–viii p. 12–22;  
Exhibits 12–23 

7 Determine the extent to which households are over-housed 
relative to HUD’s occupancy standards. 

p. ix p.22–23 ;  
Exhibits 24 

8 Provide information on the extent to which errors are 
concentrated in projects and programs. 

p. v p. 5–7; Exhibits 3–6 

9 Identify the percentage of newly certified tenants who were 
incorrectly determined eligible for program admission. 

p. viii p. 8–10; Exhibit 8 

10 For Section 8 Voucher households, determine: 

• The extent to which rent comparability determinations are 
found in the tenant file, and indicate the method used to 
support the determination 

• Whether payment standards are within 90-110 percent of 
fair market rents 

• Whether the correct utility allowances are being used.  

p. ix p. 24–36;  
Exhibits 25–29 

11 Estimate the total positive and negative errors in terms of 
HUD subsidies. 

p. v; Exhibit 3 p. 10–12; 
Exhibits 10–11 

12 Determine the extent to which error rates in projects that use an 
automated rent calculation system differ from errors in those 
that do not.  

p. xi p. 43 

13 Determine whether other tenant or project characteristics on 
which data are available are correlated with higher or lower 
error rates. 

p. xi p. 43 

14 Determine whether cases for which 50058/50059 Form data 
had been submitted to HUD were more or less likely to have 
errors than those for which data had not been submitted. 

p. xi p. 36–39; 
Exhibits 30a-e 

15 Determine the extent of errors that were due to unreporting of 
income by tenants. 

These findings were published in a separate 
Draft Income Match Report dated September 

2, 2011. 

16 Determine the extent of program administrator rent and income 
determination errors. 

p. iii–viii;  
Exhibits 1–3, 5 

p. 5–7; Exhibits 3–6 
p. 10; Exhibit 9 

p. 12–14;  
Exhibits 12–14 

p. 20–22;  
Exhibits 22–23 

17 Determine the extent of errors due to Multifamily Housing 
Program administrators billing for subsidy that did not 
correspond to the subsidy reported on the HUD-50019/HUD-
50059A for a tenant household. 

In FY 2010 the Multifamily Housing Program 
Billing Study option was not implemented. 
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IV. FINDINGS 

A. Overview 

Analyses were conducted using weighted sample data for 2,404 households.19 Data are presented 
by the three program types that were the basis for the sampling design—Public and Indian 
Housing (PIH)-administered Public Housing, PIH-administered Section 8 Housing Choice 
Voucher, and Moderate Rehabilitation programs (PHA-administered Section 8); and Housing-
administered Section 8, Section 202 PRAC, Section 811 PRAC, and Section 202/162 PAC 
programs (owner-administered). Each of the major study findings, the reasons for the errors, and 
other background information concerning these errors are discussed below. In many of the 
exhibits throughout the report, the data collected during the current study (referred to as the 
FY 2010 data) are compared with the data collected in a previous study (referred to as the 
FY 2009 data). The data were collected and the analysis was completed for the FY 2009 study in 
calendar year 2010. 

This discussion is divided into 11 parts: the errors in the rent amount based on the QC data 
(rent error), the errors in sources of income and expenses (component errors), the errors found 
using only project file data (administrative error), occupancy standards, findings related to rent 
reasonableness determinations, utility allowance analysis, payment standard analysis, 
comparisons with PIC/TRACS data, analysis of the responses received from PHA/project staff 
regarding PHA/project practices (based on the Project Staff Questionnaire), multivariate analysis 
and errors for the 20 Largest PHAs. The multivariate analysis will be included in an addendum 
provided at a later date. The first three parts present different types of error. 

Rent error is error that results in an actual dollar error. A dollar error means the household 
paid too much rent (an overpayment) or the household paid less rent than it should have paid 
(an underpayment). 

Component errors are the income and expense components used to calculate rent. The income 
components are employment income, Social Security and pensions, public assistance, other 
income, and asset income. The expense/allowance components are elderly/disabled allowance, 
dependent allowance, medical expenses, child care expenses, and disability expenses. 

Administrative errors are errors that result from administrative mistakes. They consist of 
the following: 

• Consistency errors—errors in logical conformity between elements within the 
50058/50059 Form 

• Calculation errors—arithmetic errors within subsections of the 50058/50059 Form 

• Transcription errors—errors in transferring information from documentation in the tenant 
file to the 50058/50059 Form 

                                                            
19 Appendix B presents the procedure used in weighting the data. 
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• Failure to conduct a recertification in a timely manner 

• Failure to verify information. 

Component and administrative errors may or may not result in rent errors. Administrative errors 
tell us at what point during the rent determination process an error occurred, while the 
component errors tell us which income or expense caused the error. Data supporting the 
discussion are presented in the source tables found in Appendix C. 

B. Rent Error 

Overview. Rent errors were identified by subtracting the QC Rent from the Actual Rent.20 
The QC Rent was calculated using third-party verification whenever possible. If third-party 
verification was not available, information from the Documentation Forms or Household 
Questionnaire was used. The Actual Rent is the Tenant Rent from the 50058/50059 Form. 
As noted above, a household was considered to be correct (proper payment) if the QC Rent and 
the Actual Rent matched within $5. All exhibits included in this report (except IV-2) and all 
tables in Appendix C define households whose Actual and QC Rents matched within $5 as 
proper payments, except for the supplemental tables (designated by the letter “S”), which are 
based on exact matches between these two rents. 

Definitions of Rent Errors. Dollar error can be determined by comparing the rent the household 
should have paid with what it was paying, or by identifying the percentage of the Federal subsidy 
that was paid in error. In this study, error was determined by the first method. The rent errors 
presented throughout this report were calculated in the following manner: 

• Dollar Rent Error was calculated at the household level by subtracting the household’s 
QC Rent from the Actual Rent. Note that these are monthly rents. A negative number 
indicates an underpayment, meaning the household paid less than it should have paid, and 
that HUD’s contribution was higher than it should have been. A positive number 
indicates a household overpayment, meaning HUD’s contribution was less than it should 
have been. 

• Gross Rent Error is the absolute value (i.e., the sum of the absolute value of positive and 
negative Rent Error) of the Dollar Rent Error for the sample as a whole or a specified 
group of households. The Gross Rent Error functions simply as a measure of the 
magnitude of the errors. The dollar amounts presented in the tables are Gross Rent Error 
values, unless otherwise indicated. 

• Net Rent Error is the arithmetic value (i.e., the sum of the negative and positive values of 
over- and underpayments) of the rent error. 

• Error Rate is calculated by dividing the sum of the Rent Error (gross or net) by the sum 
of the QC Rent, for the entire sample or a specified group of households. 

                                                            
20 Rent error is determined on the basis of Tenant Rent, not TTP. Error based on TTP may differ from Tenant Rent because of the 
program specific rent formulas applied when calculating Tenant Rent. These rent formulas are listed in Section II-F and 
presented in detail in Appendix A. 



IV. Findings 

HUDQC Final Report for FY 2010 IV-3 

Financial Impact of Identifying Rent Error. Reduction in the rent error associated with the 
programs included in this study does not mean there will be an overall savings in the costs 
associated with administering these programs. Given there are large numbers of eligible 
households on waiting lists, if a household leaves the program because it is no longer eligible for 
a subsidy, another household will take its place. The replacement household may be entitled to a 
smaller or a larger subsidy than the household that left the program. Therefore, the most direct 
benefit of identifying households with rent error is making sure those households who are 
eligible for the program are receiving the correct subsidy, rather than reducing the amount of 
funds needed to administer the programs. The most appropriate use of this study is as a tool for 
strengthening HUD’s procedures for ensuring administrative compliance with regulations. 
The recommendations presented in this report may require greater rather than fewer resources to 
provide HUD, PHAs, and owners with the written policy guidelines and training, standardized 
forms, and on-going monitoring needed to assure the programs are administered correctly. 

Verification Used in Determining the QC Rent. As indicated above, a set of rules was 
established for third-party verification (see Section II-D). If an income or expense component 
was used for a rent calculation and was not verified by the PHA/owner, ICF Macro staff sought 
third-party verification. However, ICF Macro verification could not be obtained for all 
PHA/owner unverified items despite considerable effort and expense.21 

Exhibit IV-1 shows the percentage of each rent component that was verified by either the PHA/ 
owner or ICF Macro. Findings from FY 2010 are compared to findings from FY 2009. 

Exhibit IV-1 
Percent of Households Fully Verified by Either the PHA/Owner or ICF Macro 

Rent Component 

Third-Party Verbal or In-Writing, 
Documentation, or EIV Third-Party In-writing 

2009 2010 2009 2010 

Earned Income 91% 93% 75% 74% 

Pensions 99% 99% 84% 90% 

Public Assistance 91% 90% 64% 64% 

Other Income 87% 87% 63% 59% 

Asset Income 87% 91% 63% 77% 

Child Care Expense 76% 84% 64% 70% 

Medical Expense 79% 82% 53% 54% 

Source: Tables 1a and 1b, Appendix C 

The first two columns present the percentage of rent components that were verified with third-
party in-writing, third-party verbal, documentation22 or Enterprise Income Verification (EIV). 
The remaining two columns present the percentage of rent components that were verified with 

                                                            
21 If third-party verification was not available, documentation from the tenant file was used to calculate the QC rent. If neither 
third-party verification nor file documentation was available, information collected during the household interview was used to 
calculate the QC rent. 
22 Documentation means documents submitted by the family such as pay stubs or bank statements, or a statement in the file 
indicating the project staff viewed an acceptable verification (but there was no copy in the file). 
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the more stringent verification requirements for this study (i.e., third-party in-writing). As the 
exhibit indicates, when compared to the previous study period, the rate of third-party verification 
remained the same or increased for most rent components, with very small declines for earned 
income and other income. It should be noted that since the sample size for disability expenses is 
so small, the findings are not reliable national estimates and not included in Exhibit IV-1. 

Tables C-1c, C-1d, and C-1e in Appendix C provide additional verification information by rent 
component. They present the number of households for which the income or expense component 
was not verified (i.e., no component items verified), partially verified (i.e., some component 
items verified), or fully verified (i.e., all component items verified) by different types of 
verification. Table C-1c includes items verified by a third-party or EIV. Table C-1d provides 
data for items verified by verbal third-party information, and Table C-1e provides data for items 
verified via tenant file documentation. Finally, Table C-1f includes items verified by EIV. 

Proper Payments. Exhibit IV-2 shows the percentage of households with proper payments by 
program, for households where the Actual and QC Rents matched within $5 and where the 
Actual and QC Rents matched exactly. At recertification, the rent was calculated correctly 
(within $5) in 67 percent of the households, which is a higher percentage than FY 2009. There 
was an exact match of rent payment in 55 percent of households in FY 2010, compared with 
51 percent in FY 2009. 

Exhibit IV-2 
Percent of Households with Proper Payments 

Administration Type 

Percent of Households 
Within $5 

Standard 
Error 

Percent of Households 
Matched Exactly 

Standard 
Error 

2008 2009 2010 2010 2008 2009 2010 2010 

Public Housing 66% 72% 71% 1.8% 53% 59% 60% 2.0% 

PHA-Administered Section 8 61% 57% 62% 2.4% 47% 47% 50% 2.3% 

Total PHA-Administered 63% 62% 65% 1.9% 49% 51% 54% 1.8% 

Owner-Administered 64% 64% 71% 1.4% 52% 53% 58% 2.0% 

Total 63% 63% 67% 1.6% 50% 51% 55% 1.6% 

Source: Table 2 and 2S, Appendix C 

Households with QC Rent Error. Exhibit IV-3 shows the percentage of households in error, 
the average dollar amount in error, and error rate by program. Thirty-three percent of the 
households have a rent error greater than $5, lower than the 37 percent in FY 2009. The average 
gross dollars in error, calculated by dividing the sum of the dollar amount of gross error (i.e., the 
sum of the absolute values of under- and overpayments) by the total number of households is $13 
in FY 2010, a lower average gross dollar error than in FY 2009. The total gross dollar error rate, 
calculated by dividing the sum of the dollar amount of Gross Rent Error by the sum of the dollar 
amount of the QC Rent, was 6 percent in FY 2010 compared with 8% in FY 2009. 
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Exhibit IV-3 
Percent of Households with Error, Average Dollars in Error, 

and Dollar Error Rate for All Households with Error 

Administration Type 

Percent of Households 
with Error 

Average Gross Dollars 
in Error Gross Dollar Error Rate 

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

Public Housing 28% 30% $11 $12 5% 5% 

PHA-Administered Section 8 43% 38% $20 $15 10% 7% 

Total PHA-Administered 38% 35% $17 $14 8% 7% 

Owner-Administered 36% 29% $13 $11 7% 5% 

Total 37% 33% $16 $13 8% 6% 

Source: Table 2 and 5, Appendix C 

Underpayment and Overpayment Households. Exhibits IV-4a and IV-4b show the percentage 
of households and average dollar amount of error for all households when errors of $5 or less are 
excluded from calculations. Exhibit IV-4a and IV-4b present the error for underpayment and 
overpayment households, respectively. Sixteen percent of all households paid in excess of 
$5 less than they should have in FY 2010. The error is slightly lower than 18 percent in FY 2009. 
For the FY 2010 households, the average monthly payment error was $47, significantly lower 
than the mean of $54 in FY 2009 and slightly lower than the mean of $49 in FY 2008. 

Exhibit IV-4a 
Underpayment Households 

Percent of Households and Average Monthly Dollar Amount of Error 

Administration Type 

Percent of Households 
in Error 

Average Dollar Amount of Error 

For Underpayment 
Households 

(with errors > $5) For All Households 

2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 

Public Housing 16% 14% 15% $49 $52 $45 $8 $7 $7 

PHA-Administered Section 8 19% 21% 17% $52 $56 $49 $10 $12 $8 

Total PHA-Administered 18% 19% 16% $51 $55 $48 $9 $10 $8 

Owner-Administered 17% 16% 14% $43 $49 $45 $7 $8 $6 

Total 18% 18% 16% $49 $54 $47 $9 $10 $7 

Source: Table 2 and 4, Appendix C 

As shown in Exhibit IV-4b, 18 percent of all households paid in excess of $5 more than they 
should have in FY 2010 which is slightly less than the FY 2009 percentage, 19 percent. In 
FY 2008 it was also 19 percent. The average monthly overpayment for households with 
overpayment error was $33 in FY 2010, up slightly from $32 in FY 2009 and lower than $37 in 
FY 2008. 



IV. Findings 

IV-6 September 30, 2011 

Exhibit IV-4b 
Overpayment Households 

Percent of Households and Average Monthly Dollar Amount of Error 

Administration Type 

Percent of Households 
in Error 

Average Dollar Amount of Error 

For Overpayment 
Households 

(with errors > $5) For All Households 

2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 

Public Housing 18% 14% 14% $45 $28 $38 $8 $4 $5 

PHA-Administered Section 8 19% 21% 21% $41 $36 $33 $8 $8 $7 

Total PHA-Administered 19% 19% 19% $42 $34 $34 $8 $6 $6 

Owner-Administered 19% 20% 15% $25 $27 $29 $5 $5 $4 

Total 19% 19% 18% $37 $32 $33 $7 $6 $6 

Source: Table 3 and 4. Appendix C 

Figure IV-1 shows the percentage of underpayments, proper payments, and overpayments by 
program type. Programs were grouped into three categories—Public Housing, PHA-administered 
Section 8, and owner-administered. Note that the majority of cases fall in the proper payment 
category for all program types. As indicated above, a household was considered to be correct 
(proper payment) if the Actual Rent and the QC Rent matched within $5. 

Figure IV-1 
Payment by Program Type 

 

Gross and Net Dollars in Error. Exhibit IV-5 presents the gross and net average dollars in error 
and their associated standard error. To obtain the Gross and Net Rent Error, the dollar amount of 
overpayments is added to the dollar amount of underpayments, first using the absolute values for 
gross error, and then the arithmetic values for the net error. The net error measures the dollar cost 
of the errors and is -$2 (indicating a tenant underpayment) for FY 2010; the average gross dollar 
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error is $13 for FY 2010 and represents the dollars associated with the errors (the magnitude of 
the errors). Gross average dollar error is lower for all programs except Public Housing in 
FY 2010. While gross average dollar error has decreased for PHA-Administered Section 8 and 
Owner-administered programs, the difference is not statistically significant when compared with 
FY 2009. 

Exhibit IV-5 
Gross and Net Dollar Rent Error (Monthly) for All Households 

Administration Type 

Gross Rent Error Net Rent Error 

Average Dollars
in Error Standard Error 

Average Dollars 
in Error Standard Error 

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

Public Housing $11 $12 $1.22 $0.99 -$3 -$2 $1.29 $1.45 

PHA-Administered Section 8 $20 $15 $1.78 $2.04 -$4 -$1 $2.18 $2.00 

Total PHA-Administered $17 $14 $1.38 $1.50 -$4 -$1 $1.40 $1.17 

Owner-Administered $13 $11 $1.77 $1.20 -$2 -$2 $1.76 $1.14 

Total $16 $13 $1.04 $1.35 -$3 -$2 $0.98 $0.73 

Source: Table 5, Appendix C 
* Difference at significance p < .05 

Error Rates by Program. Differences in error rates by program type were investigated and the 
results are summarized in Exhibit IV-6. Differences include Gross Error Rate, which is the sum 
dollar amount of gross error divided by the sum dollar amount of QC Rent, and the Net Error 
Rate, which is the sum dollar amount of net error divided again by the sum dollar amount of QC 
Rent. The Gross Error Rate remains higher for PHA-administered Section 8 programs than for 
either Public Housing or owner-administered programs. However, the PHA-administered Section 
8 programs did show the largest decrease in their gross error rate in FY 2010, decreasing about 
2.7 percent. The Gross Error Rate for FY 2010 increased slightly from FY 2009 for Public 
Housing, and decreased about 1.5 percent for owner-administered programs. Overall, the Gross 
Error Rate decreased about 1.5 percent from FY 2009 to FY 2010. The Net Error Rates for all 
programs decreased 1 percent in FY 2010 from FY 2009. 

Exhibit IV-6 
Gross and Net Dollar Error Rates (Monthly) for All Households 

Administration Type 

Error Rates 

Gross Error Rate Net Error Rate 

2009 2010 2009 2010 

Public Housing 5.0% 5.3% -1.5% -.7% 

PHA-Administered Section 8 9.9% 7.2% -2.2% -.6% 

Total PHA-Administered 8.1% 6.5% -1.9% -.6% 

Owner-Administered 6.8% 5.3% -1.2% -.9% 

Total 7.7% 6.2% -1.7% -.7% 

Source: Table 5, Appendix C 
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Certifications/Recertifications. The sample households included both certifications (i.e., newly 
admitted households) and recertifications. Certifications were analyzed to determine if these 
households were eligible for HUD housing assistance and recertifications were analyzed to 
determine if they were overdue. Figure IV-2 presents the breakdown of cases by case type—
certifications, recertifications, and overdue recertifications. 

Figure IV-2 
Case Type 

 
Source: Table 6, Appendix C 

Exhibit IV-7 shows the breakdown of the percentage of certifications, recertifications not 
overdue, and recertifications overdue, by program type. The exhibit indicates that in FY 2010 
87 percent of the households were timely recertifications, and 1 percent of the households were 
overdue recertifications, compared with less than 1 percent in FY 2009. The findings indicate 
that there was a slight decrease in the total percentage of certifications from 13 percent in 
FY 2009 to 12 percent in FY 2010. 

Exhibit IV-7 
Certifications and Recertifications by Administration Type 

Administration Type 

Certifications 
Timely 

Recertifications 
Overdue 

Recertifications Row Total 
By Year* 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

Public Housing 12% 12% 87% 86% <1% 2% 100% 

PHA-Administered Section 8 10% 10% 89% 89% 2% 1% 100% 

Total PHA-Administered 11% 11% 88% 88% 1% 1% 100% 

Owner-Administered 17% 17% 83% 83% - <1% 100% 

Total 13% 12% 87% 87% <1% 1% 100% 

Source: Table 6, Appendix C 
* Rounding error may result in totals not equal to 100%. 

Certifications. Exhibit IV-8a presents a summary of the findings related to eligibility criteria 
and Exhibit IV-8b shows the percentage of newly certified households meeting the certification 
criteria by program type. 
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The reviewed criteria included citizenship, Social Security number, signing the appropriate 
consent form, and qualifying as low income or very low income households. However, only 
those households that do not meet the appropriate low or very low income limit are ineligible for 
assistance. All households (according to the QC Rent calculation) fell within the low-income 
limit for total gross income. 

A household met the citizenship or Social Security number criteria if there was evidence in the 
tenant file that the citizenship or Social Security number was verified. The data indicate that a 
citizenship code (indicating whether each household member was a citizen, eligible noncitizen, 
or ineligible noncitizen) and a Social Security number was available (from either the tenant file 
or the household interview) for each household member. According to the citizenship codes, no 
households in FY 2010 had a household member for whom there was no verification of 
citizenship. This is a decrease from FY 2009, where 4 percent of households failed to have 
citizenship verification for a household member. To meet the citizenship verification 
requirement, the file must have contained (for each household member) a signed declaration of 
U.S. citizenship or eligible immigration status; proof of age documentation; an INS card; or INS 
system verification of citizenship status, or documentation that the member was in process for 
verification or an INS hearing. 

Two percent of the households had at least one member for whom there was no verification of 
their Social Security number. To meet the Social Security number verification requirements the 
file must have contained (for each household member) a copy of the Social Security card, or 
statement from the Social Security Administration verifying the Social Security number. 

In 96 percent of the households, there was a signed consent form, dated within 15 months of the 
QCM (the date for which data were collected), for all members age 18 or over. Note that not 
meeting the Social Security number, citizenship, and consent form criteria may not mean the 
household was not eligible for assistance; rather, the project did not follow the HUD 
requirements in documenting the information. 

Exhibit IV-8a 
Percent of Newly Certified Households Meeting Certification Criteria 

Certification Criteria 

Met Criterion 

2009 2010 

Citizenship 96% 100% 

Social Security Number 98% 98% 

Consent Form 91% 96% 

Low and Very Low Income 100% 100% 

Meets All Eligibility Criteria 87% 95% 

Source: Table 7, Appendix C 
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Exhibit IV-8b 
Percent of Newly Certified Households Meeting Certification Criteria by Program Type 

Certification Criteria 

Percent of Households Meeting the Criteria 

Public Housing 
PHA-Administered 

Section 8 Owner-Administered 

Citizenship 100% 100% 100% 

Social Security Number 98% 99% 99% 

Consent Form 98% 94% 98% 

Low and Very Low Income 100% 100% 100% 

Meets All Eligibility Criteria 96% 94% 96% 

Source: Table 7b, Appendix C 

Underpayments and Overpayments for Certifications, Recertifications, and Overdue 
Recertifications. Exhibit IV-9 presents a summary of the households with overpayments and 
underpayments by the type of case—certification, timely recertification, and overdue 
recertification. The Average Dollar Amounts are based on the sum of the dollar amounts for 
payment errors (either underpayment or overpayment) for the type of household (certification, 
overdue recertification, or timely recertification) divided by the number of households with that 
payment type (for whom a QC Rent could be calculated). For example, the sum of monthly 
underpayment dollar amounts for new certifications ($2.45 million) was divided by the total 
number of certifications for whom QC Rent could be calculated (.51 million). The result is an 
underpayment average dollar amount of $5. 

The data indicate that the amount of underpayment and overpayment average dollar error in new 
certifications and timely recertifications in FY 2010 range from five to seven dollars each month. 
As might be expected, there is a large difference in the underpayment error for overdue 
recertifications ($37) as well as the overpayment dollar error for overdue recertifications ($46). 
The estimates for overdue recertifications can vary widely from year to year due to the small 
number of cases. 

Exhibit IV-9 
Average Monthly Underpayment and Overpayment  

Dollar Amount Averaged Across All Households 

Household Type 

Underpayment 
Average Dollar Amount 

Overpayment 
Average Dollar Amount 

2009 2010 2009 2010 

Certifications $7 $5 $9 $7 

Timely Recertifications $9 $7 $5 $5 

Overdue Recertifications $51 $37 $55 $46 

Total $10 $7 $6 $6 

Source: Table 8, Appendix C 

Subsidies. The actual cost of errors to HUD is expressed in terms of subsidy payments. 
For purposes of this study, HUD subsidies for the Section 8 Voucher program equal the lower of 
the Gross Rent or the applicable payment standard minus the Tenant Share. For Public Housing, 
the subsidy is the applicable payment standard minus the TTP, and for Housing programs, the 
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subsidy is the Gross Rent minus the TTP. The subsidy is correct if the Actual Rent equals the 
QC Rent (within $5). A negative subsidy error occurs when the tenant pays too much rent 
(QC Rent < Actual Rent). A positive subsidy error occurs when the tenant pays too little 
rent (QC Rent > Actual Rent). These subsidy errors by program type are summarized 
in Exhibit IV-10a and 10b. The subsidy errors by certification status are summarized in 
Exhibit IV-11. 

Exhibit IV-10a 
Negative Subsidy Households (Tenant Overpayment) 

Percent of Households and Average Monthly Dollar Amount of Error 

Administration Type 

Percent of Households 
in Error 

Average Dollar Amount of Error 

For Negative  
Subsidy Households 

(with errors > $5) For All Households 

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

Public Housing 14% 14% $28 $38 $4 $5 

PHA-Administered Section 8 21% 21% $36 $33 $8 $7 

Total PHA-Administered 19% 19% $34 $34 $6 $6 

Owner-Administered 20% 15% $27 $29 $5 $4 

Total 19% 18% $32 $33 $6 $6 

Source: Tables 2 and 4. Appendix C 
Note: Table results replicate Exhibit IV-4b for the convenience of the reader. 

Exhibit IV-10b 
Positive Subsidy Households (Tenant Underpayment) 

Percent of Households and Average Monthly Dollar Amount of Error 

Administration Type 

Percent of Households 
in Error 

Average Dollar Amount of Error 

For Positive Subsidy 
Households 

(with errors > $5) For All Households 

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

Public Housing 14% 15% $52 $45 $7 $7 

PHA-Administered Section 8 21% 17% $56 $49 $12 $8 

Total PHA-Administered 19% 16% $55 $48 $10 $8 

Owner-Administered 16% 14% $49 $45 $8 $6 

Total 18% 16% $54 $47 $10 $7 

Source: Tables 2 and 4, Appendix C 
Note: Table results replicate Exhibit IV-4a for the convenience of the reader. 
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Exhibit IV-11 
Average Monthly Dollar Amounts of Error for Negative (Tenant Overpayment) and 

Positive (Tenant Underpayment) Subsidies Averaged Across All Households 

Household Type 

Negative Subsidy Average 
Dollar Amount of Error 

Positive Subsidy Average 
Dollar Amount of Error 

2009 2010 2009 2010 

Certifications $7 $5 $9 $7 

Timely Recertifications $9 $7 $5 $5 

Overdue Recertifications $51 $37 $55 $46 

Total $10 $7 $6 $6 

Source: Table 8, Appendix C 
Note: Table results replicate Exhibit IV-9 for the convenience of the reader. 

C. Sources of Error 

Additional analyses examined which income and expense components contributed the most to 
rent error. It should be noted that the component dollar amounts are annual income and expense 
dollars, rather than the monthly figures used to present rent error data, and that rents are 
generally computed at 30 percent of adjusted income. Therefore, every $100 of income or 
expense error generally translates into $2.50 of rent error. In addition, the sum of the component 
errors is greater than net rent errors because of off-setting errors. For example, the household 
presented in the chart below has earned income and child care costs with errors in both 
components. The total component error is $1000 ($800 + $200); however, the adjusted net 
income error (the amount used to determine the household’s rent) is only $600. 

Example of the Impact of Component Errors 

Component File Data QC Data Dollar Error 

Earned Income $2,200 $3,000 $800 

Child Care Expense $400 $600 $200 

Adjusted Income $1,800 $2,400 $600 

Exhibit IV-12 presents each income and expense component included in the rent calculation and 
the percent of the households in error23 where this component contributed the most to the gross 
error. The exhibit indicates that the largest average dollar error continues to be in earned income, 
with an average error of $3,162, for 27 percent of households in error where earned income is the 
largest component error. Asset income was the next largest component with an average dollar error 
of $2,535, found in 2 percent of households in error. Medical expense was a component of error in 
22 percent of households, with an average associated dollar error of $1,308. Other income had the 
third largest average dollar error of $2,173 found in 17 percent of all households in error. 

Between FY 2009 and FY 2010, average dollar error amounts increased for two of the four 
components producing the highest percentage error. Earned income and medical allowance 
average dollar error increased while other income and pension average dollar amounts in error 
                                                            
23 The denominator in the percentage is the number of households with any component error, which was 33 percent of total 
households in FY 2010. 
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decreased. Of the other components in error, only asset income increased in average dollar 
amount from FY 2009, a shift most likely due to the small number of households in error 
because of asset income. All other components had moderate decreases in average dollar error. 

Exhibit IV-12 
Rent Components Responsible for the Largest Dollar Error for Households with Rent Error 

Rent Component 

Percent of Households in Error Average Dollar Amount 

2009 2010 2009 2010 

Earned Income 25% 27% $3,108 $3,162 

Other Income 12% 17% $2,930 $2,173 

Public Assistance 5% 7% $2,283 $1,915 

Pensions 30% 17% $2,058 $2,021 

Child Care Allowance 2% 3% $1,399 $1,263 

Asset Income 2% 2% $1,160 $2,535 

Medical Allowance 19% 22% $1,028 $1,308 

Dependent Allowance 3% 4% $571 $517 

Elderly Allowance 2% 2% $400 $400 

No Rent Component Error <1% <1% $0 $0 

Total 100%* 100%* $2,142 $2,067 

Source: Table 9, Appendix C 
* Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Note that for some households the rent error is not caused by one of the 10 components listed. 
Rather, it is caused by other arithmetic errors or using the wrong rent calculation formula. 
The percent of households in error changed minimally for most rent components, with the 
exception of pension income which decreased as a source of rent error. 

Total and Largest Component Dollar Error by Program Type. Exhibit IV-13 shows the 
dollar amounts associated with the total dollars in error (the sum of the absolute value of errors 
in all rent components) and the largest dollars in error (the largest error attributable to a specific 
source for each household), by program type. Average Total Dollars in Error increased only for 
Public Housing households, from FY 2009 to FY 2010, with an increase of $142. There were 
also small increases in the Average Largest Dollars in Error for Public Housing and owner-
administered households in FY 2010. 

Exhibit IV-13 
Total and Largest Component Dollars in Error for Households with Rent Error 

Administration Type 

Average Total Dollars in Error Average Largest Dollars in Error 

2009 2010 2009 2010 

Public Housing $2,420 $2,562 $2,027 $2,038 

PHA-Administered Section 8 $3,014 $2,605 $2,316 $2,109 

Total PHA-Administered $2,864 $2,592 $2,243 $2,089 

Owner-Administered $2,367 $2,265 $1,915 $2,009 

Total $2,710 $2,501 $2,142 $2,067 

Source: Table 10, Appendix C 
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QC Rent Components by Payment Type and Administration Type. Exhibit IV-14 shows 
the percentage of the total number of households with (and without) component error by 
component type and payment type. For example, 6 percent of total households with 
underpayment rent error had errors in earned income, 4 percent of households with proper 
payment had errors in earned income and 5 percent of households with overpayment rent had 
errors in earned income. Exhibit IV-14 also relays this data by PHA- and owner-administered 
households. The exhibit indicates that earned income (11 percent = 6 percent underpayment + 
5 percent overpayment) and pension income (also 11 percent) are the rent components with the 
highest percentage of error leading to improper payment, followed by medical expense (10%). 

Exhibit IV-14 
Rent Component Error by Payment Type for All Households 

Rent Component 

Underpayment Proper Payment Overpayment 

PHA Owner Total PHA Owner Total PHA Owner Total 

Earned Income 7% 3% 6% 5% 3% 4% 7% 3% 5% 

Pensions 4% 6% 5% 8% 15% 10% 5% 7% 6% 

Public Assistance  2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

Other Income 5% 2% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 2% 3% 

Asset Income 2% 3% 2% 4% 6% 5% 2% 3% 3% 

Dependent Allowance 1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% 2% 1% 2% 

Elderly/Disabled Allowance <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% 2% <1% 1% 

Child Care Allowance <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% 1% <1% 1% 

Disability Allowance - - - <1% - - - - - 

Medical Allowance 3% 7% 4% 5% 12% 8% 6% 7% 6% 

No Rent Component Error <1% - <1% 42% 42% 42% <1% <1% <1% 

Source: Table 11, Appendix C 

Exhibit IV-14 also reflects component errors in proper payment households when the component 
dollar error results in a tenant payment error of $5 or less. Considering all component errors, not 
just errors which result in tenant payment error, pensions (21%) and medical allowance (18%) 
components have the highest rates of error. 

Allowances. Elderly/disabled and dependent allowances were examined to determine whether 
these allowances were being applied correctly.24 The findings are summarized in Exhibit IV-15. 
The exhibit shows the percentage of elderly/disabled and nonelderly/disabled households for 
which allowances were correctly or incorrectly applied. Elderly/disabled allowances were 
incorrectly used in 2 percent of all households in FY 2010. Four percent of the elderly/disabled 
households received an incorrect allowance, while no non-elderly/disabled households received 
an allowance erroneously. 

                                                            
24 Households with an elderly or disabled head or spouse are entitled to one $400 allowance (i.e., deduction from gross annual 
income) in calculating rent. Households are entitled to a $480 allowance for each dependent (defined as children under 18, full-
time students, and disabled members other than the head or spouse). 
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The exhibit also shows the percentage of households with and without dependents for which a 
dependent allowance was correctly or incorrectly applied. The dependent allowances were 
incorrect in 3 percent of all households. In less than 1 percent of the households, a dependent 
allowance was given to a household that did not have dependents. For the remainder of the 
households with dependents in error (6%), either a dependent allowance was not given when it 
should have been or the wrong allowance amount was given. In total, 5 percent of all households 
had an incorrect allowance in FY 2010. 

Exhibit IV-15 
Elderly/Disabled Allowances and Dependent Allowances 

Allowance 

Elderly Allowance Dependent Allowance 

Non-Elderly/ 
Disabled 

Households 

Elderly/ 
Disabled 

Households 
All 

Households 

Households 
Without 

Dependents 

Households 
With 

Dependents 
All 

Households 

No Allowance 100% - 45% 100% - 55% 

Incorrect Allowance - 4% 2% <1% 6% 3% 

Correct Allowance - 96% 53% - 94% 42% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: Tables 12a and 12b, Appendix C 

D. Errors Detected Using Information Obtained from Project Files 

To respond to HUD’s interest in understanding the cause of errors, tenant rent was recalculated 
using only income and expense items documented in the tenant file. The source of information 
used for this analysis only included items that were clearly documented in the tenant file in a 
location other than the 50058/50059 Form. If an item was recorded on the 50058/50059 Form 
but not documented elsewhere in the tenant file, it was not included when the tenant rent was 
calculated for this analysis. Therefore, it is possible that some of the discrepancies identified 
between 50058/50059 Form tenant rents and tenant rents calculated solely based on file data 
were not, in fact, due to incorrect determinations but rather due to program sponsor failure to 
maintain information supporting income or expense items. 

The outcome is that relying solely on information in tenant files may result in misstating the 
basis for the program sponsor income and rent determination and could lead to a determination 
that an error existed when the determination was actually correct. The fact remains that, even if a 
program sponsor made the correct income determination, failure to document the determination 
is and should be treated as a serious administrative problem. Also, in practice, it appears that 
these types of discrepancies are often suggestive of subsidy determination errors even if they 
cannot be assumed to prove the existence of such errors. 

The findings from this analysis were compared with the quality control findings where tenant 
rent was calculated based on all the information collected during the study (including household 
interview data, and verification obtained by ICF Macro through third-party sources). 
Exhibit IV-16 shows the percent of households in error and the average dollar error based on the 
tenant file and without income and expense items identified during the household interview and 
verified by ICF Macro through third-party sources. 
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The data indicate that the income and expense items documented in the tenant file identify about 
half of the cases with tenant underpayments (subsidy overpayments) and over 60 percent of 
subsidy underpayments (tenant overpayments). The data regarding average dollar error indicate 
that using the tenant file information alone does not identify all the error in the rent calculation. 
Average dollar error resulting in subsidy underpayment (tenant overpayment) was much higher 
($72) when based on tenant file data alone compared to subsidy underpayment average dollar 
error using all study sources ($33). The difference in the subsidy overpayment, $49 compared to 
subsidy underpayment, $72 when basing rent amount on file documentation only is pronounced 
and may indicate that PHA’s are not researching all factors that may reduce tenant payment. 

Exhibit IV-16  
Findings With and Without Information Obtained from Sources Other Than the Tenant File 

Error Source 

Percent of Households in Error Average Dollar Error 

Subsidy 
Overpayment 

Subsidy 
Underpayment 

Subsidy 
Overpayment 

Subsidy 
Underpayment 

Error Based on All Income and Expense 
Items Identified During the Study 

16% 18% $47 $33 

Error Based on Tenant File Without 
Income and Expense Items Identified 
During the Household Interview and 
Verification Obtained by the Contractor 
Through Third-party Sources 

8% 11% $49 $72 

Source: QC Tables 2 and 4, and Tenant File Table 2 and 4, Appendix C 

Analysis of the errors on the 50058/50059 Form examined whether the errors identified using the 
50058/50059 Form as a sole source of information are representative of the total errors in the 
program. The analyses focused on calculation and consistency errors: 

Calculation error was identified from income, expenses, and allowances used to calculate the 
rent amount and recorded on the 50058/50059 Form. This calculation did not take into account 
whether dollar amounts were verified or whether the recertification was conducted on time. 
This analysis identified errors due to arithmetic mistakes, the incorrect use of a formula, and 
items that were not completed but should have been. This analysis did not identify households 
where items were recorded in the wrong place on the 50058/50059 Form, although improper use 
of a field on the 50058/50059 Form can result in a calculation error. Table C-13 in Appendix C 
presents the number of households with a 50058/50059 Form that contained calculation errors by 
the rent component contributing to the error. The items considered when determining calculation 
error, are listed in Appendix D. 

Consistency errors were based on the logical conformity of elements in the 50058/50059 Form. 
For example, the effective date of action must be on or after the date of admission, elderly status 
information should be consistent with household head and spouse ages, and number of 
dependents should not exceed the number of household members. Table C-14 in Appendix C 
shows the number of households with consistency errors on the 50058/50059 Form, summarized 
by form subsections. Appendix D lists the data items by subsection that were included in 
this analysis. 
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Exhibit IV-17 shows the percentage of households with calculation and consistency errors by 
50058/50059 Form subsections. It is important to emphasize that the 50058 Form is formatted 
differently and has more line items of information than the 50059 Form. Consequently, the 
number and types of calculation and consistency errors on the forms differ, and findings from the 
two forms are not directly comparable. In addition, the Office of Housing implemented a new 
version of the 50059 Form in FY 2006 and again in FY 2009. The large number of calculation 
errors (particularly on the 50058 Forms) may be a contributing factor to QC errors, though a 
calculation or consistency error does not necessarily lead to a rent error. The PHA/owner may 
make an error when completing one section of the form, and still calculate the rent correctly. 

Exhibit IV-17 
Percentage of Households with Calculation and Consistency Errors 

50058/50059 Form Item 

Percentage of Households 

Calculation Errors Consistency Errors 

50058 
Form 

50059 
Form Total 

50058 
Form 

50059 
Form Total 

General Information n/a n/a n/a 1% 10% 4% 

Household Composition 5% 3% 5% 5% 10% 7% 

Net Family Assets and Income 4% 3% 4% 3% <1% 2% 

Allowances and Adjusted Income 43% 3% 30% 8% <1% 6% 

Family Rent and Subsidy Information 10% 4% 8% 2% <1% 1% 

Source: Tables 13 and 14, Appendix C 

Comparison of 50058/50059 Form Errors to QC Error. A comparison was made between the 
rent calculation errors on the 50058/50059 Form and errors identified through the QC Rent 
calculation process. The purpose of this comparison was to determine if errors identified using 
only the 50058/50059 Form data could predict the rent errors found in a QC review. When using 
only the 50058/50059 Form data to calculate the Actual Rent, errors were found in 6 percent of 
the households in FY 2010, a small increase from the FY 2009 figure of 5 percent. The QC error 
calculation found errors in 33 percent of the households in FY 2010, down from 37 percent in 
FY 2009. The results are quite different from the individual and joint comparison methods. Error 
was found in both the 50058/50059 Form calculation and QC rent calculation in only 3 percent 
of the households. In 39 percent of the households, rent calculation error was found in either the 
50058/50059 Form or the QC rent calculation, but not in both. This emphasizes that data from 
the 50058/50059 Form alone cannot accurately identify rent error. Exhibit IV-18 summarizes 
these results for FY 2009 and FY 2010. 

Exhibit IV-18 
50058/50059 Form Rent Calculation Error Compared with QC Rent Error 

Rent Calculation 

Percentage of 
Households Correct 

Percentage of 
Households Incorrect 

2009 2010 2009 2010 

Using Information on the 50058/50059 Form 95% 94% 5% 6% 

According to the QC Rent Calculation 63% 67% 37% 33% 

Both 50058/50059 Form Calculation and QC Rent Calculation 60% 64% 2% 3% 

Source: QC Table 2 and Tenant File Table 2, Appendix C 
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Verification errors were identified by whether an item was verified by the project and, if it was, 
whether the correct information was transferred to the 50058/50059 Form. An error occurs when 
the verified amount obtained by the project is not recorded properly on the 50058/50059 Form 
(and, presumably, not used correctly in the rent calculation). When determining whether a 
verified income or expense item matched the amount used on the 50058/50059 Form, we 
assumed a variance of $100 to accommodate potential rounding errors when annualizing data. 

The table series C-15a through C-15l in Appendix C shows the number of households with and 
without verification by type of verification (i.e., third-party in writing, third-party in verbal, EIV, 
and documentation). These tables provide this information for each of the rent components and 
also by program type. 

Exhibit IV-19 summarizes the findings in Table C-15a. In FY 2010, the number of households 
where verification was not obtained by the PHA/owner decreased or remained unchanged in all 
rent components. Public assistance showed the largest change in lack of verification (26 percent 
lacked verification in FY 2009 compared with 18 percent in FY 2010). Percentage of 
verifications found to match the 50058/50059 within $100 increased for five of the seven rent 
components in FY 2010. 

Exhibit IV-19 
Verification of 50058/50059 Form Rent Components by PHA/Owners 

Rent Component 

No Project Verification Item Verified by Project 

Verification Matched 
50058/50059 Form  

Within $100 

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

Earned Income 14% 11% 86% 89% 58% 62% 

Pensions 5% 4% 95% 96% 84% 87% 

Public Assistance 26% 18% 74% 82% 60% 73% 

Other Income 22% 22% 78% 78% 65% 63% 

Asset Income 11% 8% 89% 92% 81% 88% 

Child Care Expense 8% 8% 92% 92% 77% 73% 

Medical Expense 8% 7% 92% 93% 76% 77% 

Source: Table 15a, Appendix C 

Exhibit IV-20 shows verification results by program type, again showing the verification rate for 
each rent component and the proportion that matched within $100 of the 50058/50059 Form 
amounts. When comparing the FY 2010 results to the FY 2009 findings, the following changes 
are of note: 

• In the Public Housing program, there were decreases in the verification rate for two out 
of the seven rent components in FY 2010 when compared with FY 2009 with the largest 
loss occurring in medical expense verification (93 percent in FY 2009 compared with 
88 percent in FY 2010). A verification rate decrease was also seen in earned income 
(from 90 percent in FY 2009 to 87 percent in FY 2010. There was an increase in 
the percentage of verification rates in public assistance income, asset income, pensions, 
other income and child care expenses with the largest increase occurring in public 
assistance verification (from 72 percent in FY 2009 to 87 percent in FY 2010). The 
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degree to which the verifications matched the 50058 Form within $100 (indicating 
correct usage of verification data) increased moderately for five of the seven rent 
components from FY 2009 to FY 2010 with the largest increase in public assistance 
income from a 60 percent match to a 76 percent match. 

• In the PHA-administered Section 8 programs, there was a general trend to verify 
information more from FY 2009 to FY 2010. The largest increases were for public 
assistance income (from 74 percent in FY 2009 to 85 percent in FY 2010) and for asset 
income (from 84 percent in FY 2009 to 91 percent in FY 2010). The degree to which the 
verifications matched the 50058 Form within $100 (indicating correct usage of 
verification data) increased between a range of 1 to 10 percent for all rent components 
from FY 2009 to FY 2010, except for child care expense with a 5 percent drop in 
verifications which matched the 50058. 

• In the owner-administered programs, verification rate for most of the rent components 
decreased or remained unchanged. The largest decrease in verification rates occurred in the 
public assistance component (78 percent in FY 2009 compared with 68 percent in 
FY 2010). The degree to which the verification matched the 50058 Form within $100 
(indicating correct usage of verification data) decreased for all components, except asset 
income (4 percent increase). The greatest decreases in verification use occurred in child 
care expense with a 13 percent decrease in verifications matching the 50059 between 
FY 2009 to FY 2010 followed by public assistance with 12 percent fewer verifications 
matching. 

Exhibit IV-20 
Verification of 50058/50059 Form Rent Components by PHA/Owner Staff by Program* 

Rent Component 

Public Housing PHA-Administered Section 8 Owner-Administered 

Verified Matched** Verified Matched** Verified Matched** 

Earned Income 87% (90%) 53% (54%) 91% (91%) 63% (57%) 86% (92%) 71% (73%) 

Pensions 97% (96%) 87% (80%) 95% (94%) 88% (83%) 96% (96%) 87% (87%) 

Public Assistance 87% (72%) 76% (60%) 85% (74%) 77% (56%) 68% (78%) 60% (72%) 

Other Income 77% (75%) 61% (61%) 82% (80%) 66% (65%) 69% (76%) 58% (67%) 

Asset Income 87% (83%) 85% (77%) 91% (84%) 85% (75%) 95% (95%) 90% (86%) 

Child Care Expense 87% (85%) 69% (63%) 93% (91%) 71% (76%) 95% (100%) 82% (95%) 

Medical Expense 88% (93%) 67% (72%) 92% (92%) 77% (68%) 96% (91%) 80% (81%) 

Source: Table 15g, Appendix C 
* Findings from FY 2009 are in parentheses. 
** Matched within $100 

Comparing across program types in FY 2010, pension income, medical expense and child care 
expense are the most frequently verified rent components. The least verified rent components are 
public assistance and other income. 

Tenant File Verification Compared with QC Error. Errors identified through the QC process 
were investigated to determine whether they were associated with sources of income and 
expenses. Exhibit IV-21 presents the percentage of households with QC error for which 
verification was missing in the tenant file. Each error is presented by rent component. The data 
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indicate that missing verification does have a major impact on error. This was observed for every 
rent component for both the PHA and owner-administered programs. 

In general between FY 2009 and FY 2010, data from both the PHA and owner-administered 
programs show there were both increases and decreases in households where error was related to 
missing verification. For PHA-administered cases, earned income and public assistance rent 
components showed the largest increases in missing verifications between FY 2009 to FY 2010 
(increases of 10 percent and 8 percent respectively). In owner-administered households, there are 
relatively minor decreases in FY 2010 for most rent components with QC error. Missing 
verification in owner-administered programs continues to be strongly associated with households 
which have QC error. 

Exhibit IV-21 
QC Error Households with Missing Verification in the Tenant File 

Rent Component 

50058 Form 50059 Form 

Households with 
QC Error 

Households with 
QC Errors and 

Missing Verification
Households with 

QC Error 

Households with 
QC Errors and 

Missing Verification

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

Earned Income 15% 14% 63% 73% 7% 6% 67% 70% 

Pensions 14% 10% 81% 84% 19% 13% 82% 86% 

Public Assistance 4% 3% 72% 80% 1% 3% 91% 87% 

Other Income 7% 9% 72% 70% 5% 4% 83% 78% 

Asset Income 4% 4% 88% 79% 7% 6% 71% 73% 

Child Care Expense 3% 2% 80% 70% 1% <1% 86% 86% 

Disability Expense <1% <1% 100% 100% <1% <1% 100% 100% 

Medical Expense 11% 11% 87% 93% 18% 15% 91% 89% 

No Component Error 64% 67% - - 65% 72% - - 

Source: Tables 16a and 16b, Appendix C 

Summary of 50058/50059 Form Errors. Exhibit IV-22 provides a summary of the errors 
identified from the 50058/50059 Form. These include consistency errors, calculation errors, and 
overdue recertifications. The exhibit shows the percentage of households in error, the average 
dollar error, and the standard errors for both households with recalculated 50058/50059 Form 
error (error determined using only the 50058/50059 Form), and households with QC Rent error. 
This information is provided for households with error for each error type. Beginning with the 
FY 2005 study, transcription error for any household was added to this exhibit and the data that 
was described as an unduplicated count of 50058/50059 Form error has been revised to an 
unduplicated count of any type of administrative error. The exhibit shows that most individual 
types of 50058/50059 Form errors are not closely associated with QC rent error. However, 
50058/50059 Forms with transcription error are associated with QC rent error in 65 percent of 
households and any type of administrative error (transcription, consistency, calculation, or 
overdue recertifications) are associated with QC Rent Error in 73 percent of the households. 
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When compared to FY 2009, there are only minor differences in percent of households in error 
for both recalculated 50058/50059 Forms and for households with QC rent error. However, there 
are some large decreases in average dollar error for recalculated 50058/50059 Forms pertaining 
to Other Calculation Error, $120 in FY 2009 compared to $53 in FY 2010, Allowance 
Calculation Error, $76 in FY 2009 and $47 in FY 2010 and Income Calculation Error, $57 in 
FY 2009 and $38 in FY 2010. 

In addition, the average dollar error for households with recalculated 50058/50059 Form error is 
$23. In contrast the average dollar error for households with QC Rent error is $39. The values 
support the assertion that an administrative error on a 50058 or a 50059 Form is not necessarily 
associated with a QC Rent error. 

To understand the reason for the change in the average dollar error for households with 
recalculated 50058/50059 Form error, it is important to review how this number is calculated. It 
is the average dollar rent error for all cases (based on recalculated 50058/50059 Form rent 
error—not QC rent error) that have error in the category identified in the row header. So, for 
example, although the average rent error dollars for Households with Other Calculation Error is 
$53, because many of these cases have a large rent error (which may have nothing to do with the 
allowances) and the number of cases with Other Calculation Error is small (10 percent of 
households in error), the average dollar error is large. 

Exhibit IV-22 
50058/50059 Form Administrative Error: Percent of Households, Average Dollars in Error 

Error Type Based 
on 50058/50059 

Form 
Recalculation 

Households with Recalculated  
50058/9 Form Error Households with QC Rent Error 

Percent of 
Households 

in Error 

Standard 
Error 

of Percent

Average 
Dollar 
Error 

Standard 
Error of 
Mean 

Percent of 
Households 

in Error 

Standard 
Error 

of Percent 

Average 
Dollar 
Error 

Standard 
Error of 

Mean 

Households with 
Transcription Error 

49% 4.2% $31 $14.88 65% 2.6% $41 $4.60 

Households with 
Consistency Error 

29% 8.0% $55 $33.22 22% 1.9% $35 $3.72 

Households with 
Allowance 
Calculation Error 

7% 3.3% $47 $28.90 4% 0.8% $48 $9.50 

Households with 
Income Calculation 
Error 

6% 1.9% $38 $24.99 3% 0.5% $64 $23.39 

Households with 
Other Calculation 
Error 

10% 4.4% $53 $15.62 6% 1.1% $66 $16.45 

Overdue 
Recertifications 

3% 1.7% $33 $20.97 2% 0.7% $122 $36.60 

Unduplicated 
Count, Any Type of 
Administrative 
Error 

61% 5.8% $31 $16.79 73% 2.2% $40 $4.08 

Total Households   $23 $10.84   $39 $3.30 

Source: Table 17, Appendix C 
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Summary of Administrative Errors. As outlined in the study objectives, calculation errors, 
consistency errors, transcription errors, failure to recertify on time, and failure to apply 
allowances appropriately produce administrative errors. Exhibit IV-23 shows the Gross and Net 
Rent Errors for households with each type of administrative error. Starting in FY 2005, two 
major changes were made to this exhibit. First, the category of consistency errors was added to 
illustrate inconsistencies found within the 50058/50059 Form. Second, the findings are based on 
QC error rather than recalculated 50058/50059 Form error. Percent of households in error were 
generally comparable to FY 2009 for all error types, as were the average gross and net dollars 
in error for all error types except overdue recertifications which had large differences in error 
amounts due to the small number of overdue cases. 

Exhibit IV-23 
Administrative Error: Percent of Households, Average Dollars in Error for All Households 

Error Type 

Percent of 
Households 

in Error 

Gross Rent Error Net Rent Error 

Average 
Dollars in 

Error 
Standard 

Error of Mean

Average 
Dollars in 

Error 
Standard 

Error of Mean

Transcription Errors 38% $23 $2.80 -$2 $1.58 

Consistency Errors 18% $14 $1.98 -$1 $1.94 

Calculation Errors—Allowances 3% $27 $7.30 $5 $7.11 

Calculation Errors—Income 2% $31 $10.77 $4 $12.73 

Calculation Errors—Other 5% $29 $9.45 -$2 $8.48 

Overdue Recertifications 1% $83 $33.62 $9 $22.23 

Any Administrative Errors 50% $20 $2.20 -$2 $1.24 

Total 100% $13 $1.35 -$1 $0.73 

Source: Table 18, Appendix C 

E. Occupancy Standards 

Exhibit IV-24 presents a summary of the analysis that determined whether households are 
assigned units with the correct number of bedrooms. It shows the percentage of households by 
actual number of bedrooms and correct number of bedrooms according to the guidelines used in 
the study. Note that the guidelines used in this study are generally acceptable HUD guidelines. 
All programs allow exceptions to HUD’s rules. For example, the Section 8 Voucher program 
sometimes allows households to rent units with fewer or more bedrooms than specified by 
the guidelines. 

Fifteen percent of all households occupied a unit with too many or too few bedrooms in 
FY 2010, according to the guidelines used for this study. This number is up slightly from 
FY 2009, when 14 percent of all households occupied a unit with an incorrect number of 
bedrooms. Fourteen percent of Public Housing households, 8 percent of owner-administered 
households, and 20 percent of PHA-administered Section 8 program households were over- or 
under-housed in FY 2010. 
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Exhibit IV-24 
Percentage of Households in Units with the Correct 

Number of Bedrooms According to Study Guidelines 

Number of Bedrooms 

PHA-Administered Owner-
Administered Total Public Housing Section 8 

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 

0 98% 100% 100% 81% 96% 100% 98% 96% 

1 99% 99% 100% 98% 100% 100% 100% 99% 

2 73% 78% 74% 72% 84% 77% 76% 74% 

3 80% 82% 80% 82% 85% 87% 81% 83% 

4 70% 60% 51% 61% 48% 71% 55% 63% 

5+ 34% - 54% 52% - - 42% 33% 

All Units 85% 86% 81% 80% 94% 92% 86% 85% 

Source: Table 19, Appendix C 

Exhibits IV-24a and IV-24b show the percentage of households that met these guidelines for 
each bedroom size for FY 2009 and FY 2010, respectively. The shaded cells indicate 
the percentage of households that fall within study guidelines. 

Exhibit IV-24a 
Percentage of All Households in FY 2009 by Number  

of Bedrooms and Number of Household Members 

Number of Bedrooms 

FY 2009 
Number of Household Members 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8+ 

0 98% 1% <1% - - - - - 

1 91% 8% <1% <1% - - - - 

2 23% 52% 18% 6% <1% <1% - - 

3 5% 12% 34% 30% 13% 4% 2% <1% 

4 1% 4% 14% 24% 23% 21% 10% 3% 

5  20% 9%  17%  21% 33% 

Source: Table 19a, Appendix C 

Exhibit IV-24b 
Percentage of All Households in FY 2010 by Number  

of Bedrooms and Number of Household Members 

Number of Bedrooms 

FY 2010 
Number of Household Members 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8+ 

0 96% 2% 2% - - - - - 

1 93% 7% <1% <1% <1% - - - 

2 24% 46% 22% 7% 1% <1% - - 

3 5% 11% 38% 28% 13% 5% <1% <1% 

4 1% 3% 11% 22% 26% 19% 14% 4% 

5   7% 29% 8% 23% 15% 18% 

Source: Table 19a, Appendix C 
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F. Rent Reasonableness 

The PHA-administered Section 8 program assists low-income families in obtaining housing in the 
private market. Public housing authorities are responsible for administering the program and 
ensuring that the rents paid for dwellings leased by participants in the PHA-administered Section 8 
program are reasonable in comparison with rental units in the private, unassisted local market. 
High rents can waste government funds and inadvertently raise private market rents. Rent 
approvals which are set too low compared to the private market lead landlords to include only 
lowest cost, lowest quality units and may inappropriately restrict where assisted tenants may live. 
HUD regulations require PHAs to conduct a rent reasonableness determination before units are 
leased, before rent increases are granted to owners, and when Fair Market Rents decrease by at 
least 5 percent. This analysis examines whether PHAs fulfilled the requirement for documenting 
rent reasonableness determinations, but does not investigate whether rents were in fact reasonable. 

Methodology. The PHAs, administering the 142 Section 8 Voucher “projects”25 participating in 
the study, were asked about their standard rent reasonableness processes and provided copies of 
the forms which documented rent reasonableness. 

Field interviewers were instructed to search the tenant files for each of the 800 Voucher 
households in the tenant sample to locate the documents supporting the rent reasonableness 
certification. For the 87 new certifications26 field interviewers searched the file for the initial rent 
reasonableness certification and recorded its date. For the 713 annual recertifications, field 
interviewers were asked to ascertain when the current rent to owner became effective, and to 
locate the relevant supporting rent reasonableness documentation. If none was found relative to 
date the rent to owner became effective, field interviewers were asked to search for any rent 
reasonableness certification in the file and enter the date of certification. The owner’s rent 
certification on the Request for Tenancy Approval (RFTA) form was considered a rent 
reasonableness certificate. 

Findings Pertaining to Rent Reasonableness Methods Used by PHAs. The most common 
method of determining rent reasonableness is the unit-to-unit comparison (see Exhibit IV-25). 
Sixty-nine percent of the housing authorities reported using this method as the predominant 
method. The unit-to-unit method is similar to the standard real estate appraisal technique of 
comparing a unit to similar private, unassisted units. Rent amounts are sometimes modified for 
differences in unit characteristics, such as size, age, amenities, housing services, maintenance, 
and utilities. 

                                                            
25 For purposes of this study, a project for the Section 8 Voucher Program is defined as a PHA/county combination. Therefore, if 
a PHA administers vouchers in more than one county, that PHA could be represented in this study by more than one “project.” 
26 Beginning in FY 2007, portability move-ins were classified as annual recertifications. In FY 2006 they were categorized as 
new admissions. 
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Exhibit IV-25 
PHAs by Predominant Rent Reasonableness Method  

Method 
2008 

Number 
2008 

Percent 
2009 

Number 
2009 

Percent 
2010 

Number 
2010 

Percent 

Unit-to-Unit Comparison 88 62% 88 63% 104 69% 

Unit-to-Market Comparison 14 10% 25 17% 19 13% 

Point System 22 15% 23 16% 20 13% 

Other or Rent Control 6 4% 2 4% 1 1% 

No Single Predominant Method 13 9% 1 1% 7 5% 

No information 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 143 100% 139 100%* 151 100%* 

Data in this exhibit are weighted 
*Totals may not add up to 100% due to rounding 

The unit-to-market comparison approach estimates the average and/or range of “market” rents 
for units with similar characteristics in the private, unassisted market. Thirteen percent of 
housing authorities reported using this method primarily. Valuation adjustments are based on 
typical units in the private market. Thirteen percent of housing authorities indicated that their 
primary method of making rent reasonableness determinations was based on a point system. 
Using this system, units are assigned points based on their condition and attributes and 
comparisons are made to unassisted units. 

In FY 2009, the rent reasonableness methodology question was changed. Staff were asked to 
identify only the primary method used to determine whether rents to owners were comparable to 
the private market, rather than enter a percentage use of various methods. Results remain 
consistent with FY 2008 as evidenced in Exhibit 25a. When asked to identify a single 
predominant method, most PHA’s selected only one resulting in a significant decrease of “no 
single method predominates”, from 9 percent in FY 2008 to 1 percent in FY 2009. For FY 2010, 
more projects, 5 percent, elected to report no single method predominates. PHA’s were also 
asked whether they used a software program and/or an outside contractor to determine whether 
the rent to owner was reasonable. Eighty two of the 151 voucher projects (54%) use rent 
reasonableness software. Go Section 8 remained the most commonly used software vendor, cited 
by 18 projects in FY 2010 and by 12 programs in FY 2009, followed by HAPPY, used by 12 in 
FY 2010 and 9 in FY 2009. Fewer PHAs reported using in-house developed software, 8 in 
FY 2010 compared with 12 in FY 2009.  

Findings Pertaining To Rent Reasonableness Documentation Found in Tenant Files for 
New Admissions and Annual Recertifications. In FY 2010, 94 percent of new admission files 
contained rent reasonableness documents, compared to 88 percent in both FY 2009 and FY 2008 
(see Exhibit IV-26a). Annual recertifications require rent reasonableness documents only when 
owners increase rental rates. We examined case files to determine when the current rent to owner 
first became effective. The case file was searched for the rent reasonableness determination 
specific to that determination and if none was found, the file was searched for any rent 
reasonableness documentation. In FY 2010, 73 percent of these case files had certified rent 
reasonableness documents compared to 77 percent in FY 2009 (see Exhibit IV-26a). 
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Exhibit IV-26a 
Rent Reasonableness Documentation for New Admissions and Annual Recertifications 

Status 
2008 New 

Admissions 
2008 

Recertifications
2009 New 

Admissions
2009 

Recertifications
2010 New 

Admissions 
2010 

Recertifications

Determination 
Documented 

88% 78% 88% 77% 94% 73% 

No Determination 
Documented 

12% 22% 12% 23% 6% 27% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Data in this exhibit are weighted 

The absence of documentation does not necessarily indicate a determination was not completed; 
only that it was not properly documented. Of New Admission files that had documentation, 
69 percent contained a statement signed by the PHA staff certifying that the rent is reasonable. 
For Recertifications with rent reasonableness documentation, 67 percent contained a statement 
signed by the PHA staff certifying that the rent is reasonable (see Exhibit IV-26b). 

Exhibit IV-26b 
Type of Rent Reasonableness Documentation for New Admissions and Annual Recertifications 

Type 20
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A signed statement certifying that the rent is 
reasonable 

61% 55% 63% 67% 69% 67% 

Comparable units documented by the property 
owner in section 12a of HUD 52517 

16% 10% 9% 5% 5% 9% 

Comparable units documented on other 
documents 

16% 26% 20% 19% 23% 19% 

Any other reference to rent reasonableness 8% 9% 8% 9% 3% 5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Data in this exhibit are weighted 

HUD requires that rent reasonableness determinations be conducted before signing the contract 
and lease. The timeliness of the rent reasonableness determination was evaluated by comparing 
the lease date with the rent reasonable certification date in the case file. Since the PHA is 
required to conduct a rent reasonableness assessment when the contract rent is increased by the 
owner, the current QC contract rent is compared with previous rents to determine when and if 
there was a change in the contract rent. That is then used to determine whether there was a timely 
rent reasonableness assignment. Exhibit IV-27 provides a summary of how the date of the rent 
reasonableness determination relates to the initial lease or lease change date for those households 
where reference to the rent reasonableness determination was found in the file. 
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Exhibit IV-27 
Timing of Most Recent Rent Reasonableness Determination— 

New Admissions and Annual Recertifications 

Determination-Certification Chronology 20
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More than 4 months before lease date <1% 9% 3% 9% 2% 7% 

Up to 4 months before lease date 90% 76% 91% 78% 94% 82% 

After lease date—up to 2 months 5% 6% 3% 7% 4% 4% 

After lease date—greater than 2 months <1% 7% 2% 5% 0% 5% 

Date missing 5% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Data in this exhibit are weighted 

If the lease effective date occurred prior to the determination, the rent reasonableness 
determination may not have been instrumental for the approval of the unit’s rent The percent of 
rent reasonable determinations made after the rent had been established as part of the initial lease 
agreement decreased slightly from 5 percent in FY 2009 to 4 percent in FY 2010. For Annual 
Recertifications in 2010, 9 percent of rent reasonable determinations were made after rents had 
been established, compared with 12 percent in FY 2009. 

Conclusion. PHAs are not fully documenting rent reasonableness determinations as required by 
HUD regulations, and a large percentage of existing rent determinations have been made on the 
basis of less formal means of evaluating rents. While timely reviews increased in FY 2009 and 
FY 2010, the proportion of cases lacking rent reasonableness documentation is still high 
(6 percent of new admissions and 27 percent of annual recertifications). These findings may be 
partially attributable to the PIH notice issued May 16, 2003 (notice PIH 2003-12) that supports a 
more streamlined rent reasonable process. For example, a PHA need not consider all nine criteria 
cited in 24 CFR 982.507(b) to fully comply with the regulation. PIH 2003-12 also asserts that 
“each PHA should use appropriate and practical procedures for determining rental values in the 
local market.” This statement may also be intended to justify less formal methods of rent 
determination. 

G. Utility Allowance Analysis 

As part of the FY 2010 HUDQC study, two separate analyses were conducted of the utility 
allowances provided to households assisted through the PHA-administered Section 8 program. 
The first analysis focused on whether there was documentation in the tenant file indicating how 
the utility allowance amount used in rent determination was calculated, and whether those 
documents were used correctly in calculating the utility allowance amounts. The second analysis 
focused on identifying discrepancies between the utility allowance on the 50058 Form, and the 
utility allowance determined by using the appropriate utility allowance schedule provided by the 
PHA staff. These schedules often varied by unit type, effective date of recertification and 
location within a county. 
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Documentation of Utilities and Utility Allowance Values. To support these analyses, PHAs 
were asked to provide information about the forms used to document and calculate the utility 
allowance, and to provide the utility allowance schedules used for actions effective in FY 2010. 
In addition, field interviewers were asked to copy documents showing calculation of utility 
allowances found in tenant files at the PHA office. 

One-hundred and forty-two (142) PHA-administered Section 8 “projects,” administered by 128 
housing authorities (several of which administered the voucher program in multiple counties) 
participated in the FY 2010 HUDQC study. According to information provided at the PHA level, 
almost half (49%) of the projects used HUD Form 52517 (Request for Tenancy Approval) as the 
official source for identifying the utilities for which the households were responsible. This is less 
than the FY 2009 HUDQC study when more than half (60%) of the projects reported using the 
HUD Form 52517. Also slightly fewer projects used HUD Form 52667 (Schedule of Allowances 
for Tenant Furnished Utilities) (62 percent, in FY 2010, compared to 68 percent in FY 2009) to 
calculate the value of the utilities paid by the tenants. Exhibit IV-28a provides the information on 
the type of documents used as the official source for identifying utilities for which the 
households were responsible, and the type of documents used to calculate the value of the 
utilities paid by the tenants. 

Exhibit IV-28a 
Types of Documents Used by PHAs to Identify Utilities and Calculate the Utility Allowance Value  

Type of Document Used for 

Identifying Utilities 
Calculating the 

Utility Allowance Value 

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2009 FY 2010 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

HUD Form 52517 
(Request for Tenancy Approval) 

84 60% 69 49% 9 7% 11 8% 

HUD Form 52641 
(HAP Contract) 

18 13% 21 15% 5 4% 4 3% 

HUD Form 52667 
(Allowance Schedule) 

15 11% 14 10% 94 68% 88 62% 

Other (Lease, Reports, 
Comparisons, etc.) 

14 10% 16 11% 27 19% 35 25% 

Various combinations of above 8 6% 22 15% 4 3% 4 3% 

Total 139 100% 142 100% 139 101%* 142 101%* 

Data in this exhibit are not weighted 
* Totals may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Eight hundred (800) households, assisted through the PHA-administered Section 8 Housing 
Choice Voucher Program, participated in this study. Field interviewers were able to locate 
worksheets or other documents indicating how the utility allowance was calculated for 
731 households (91%). Of the 69 households for whom no utility allowance documents were 
found in the household file, 24 were for households receiving assistance through the New York 
City Housing Authority (where the utility allowance is calculated electronically and no paper 
document is kept in the paper file). For the remaining 45 households, utility allowance 
documents were missing. 
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Comparison of 50058 Form Utility Allowance Values to Worksheets Found in the 
Household File. For each household with utility allowance documentation available, the utility 
allowance amount from the 50058 Form was matched with the amount on the utility allowance 
worksheet obtained from the tenant files. For 93 percent of the households (676 units), the 50058 
Form utility allowance amount matched the worksheet amount. This included 53 households that 
did not have any utility expenses because either they were included in the rent or the owner paid 
all utilities. For 3 percent of the households, the worksheet provided was for the incorrect period 
of time or was missing critical information. Hence, we could not determine whether the utility 
allowance amount used in the rent calculation was correct. In the remaining 4 percent of the 
households there were discrepancies between the amount on the worksheet and the 50058 Form 
amount. Exhibit IV-28b provides a summary of the findings from the comparison between the 
utility allowance listed on the 50058 Form and the amount on the worksheets found in 
tenant files. 

Exhibit IV-28b 
Comparison of Utility Allowance on the 50058 Form to the Utility Allowance Worksheet 

Outcome Number Percent 

50058 Form (AC) amount matched with Worksheet (WS) amount 676 93% 

Worksheet in file for incorrect period of time or is missing critical information  22 3% 

Discrepancy due to math error or other clerical errors  8 1% 

Discrepancy—Unable to determine reasons  25 3% 

Total 731 100% 

Data in this exhibit are not weighted 

Comparison of 50058 Form Utility Allowance Values to the Correct (QC) Utility Allowance 
Value. The QC utility allowance was calculated in two steps. In the first step, the utilities for 
which the tenants were responsible were identified by using documents—usually PHA utility 
allowance worksheets—found in tenant files that indicated those specific utilities. In the second 
step, the identified household’s specific utilities were mapped onto the utility allowance 
schedule, and the total summed to determine the QC allowance amount. 

The utility allowance amount on the 50058 Form was matched with the QC utility allowance 
amount. We were unable to calculate the QC utility allowance in 2 percent (19 households) of 
the cases because their worksheet was not available and consequently the specific utilities paid 
by the household could not be identified. Furthermore, we were unable to calculate the QC utility 
allowance in less than 1 percent of the cases because the worksheets in the files did not include 
specific utilities or other critical information needed for QC allowance calculation; and in 
another 5 percent because the appropriate utility allowance schedule was not available. 
Exhibit IV-28c differentiates between the cases in which QC allowance amount was able to be 
calculated and lists the reasons and number of cases in which QC utility allowance amount was 
not able to be calculated. 
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Exhibit IV-28c 
Availability of All Information to Enable QC Utility Allowance Calculation 

Outcome QC UA amount calculated Number Percent 

Appropriate worksheet and schedule available  Yes 736 92% 

UA worksheet or other comparable document not available  No 19 2% 

Appropriate UA schedule not available  No 3 <1% 

Worksheet was missing critical information  No 42 5% 

Total  800 100% 

Data in this exhibit are not weighted 

For the 736 cases in which QC utility allowance amounts were calculated, the QC utility 
allowance was compared to the 50058 Form utility allowance amounts. In 94 percent of those 
households, the 50058 Form and QC utility allowance values matched. The remaining 
(discrepant) 6 percent were categorized into two broad categories. Non-matching utility 
allowances were categorized as either administrative errors or unknown—we were unable to 
determine the reason for the discrepancy. Exhibit IV-28d presents the findings from this analysis. 

Exhibit IV-28d 
QC Utility Allowance Compared to 50058 Form Utility Allowance 

Outcome Number Percent 

QC UA matched amount on 50058 Form 693 94% 

Discrepancy due to math error/transfer error 14 2% 

Discrepancy—unable to determine reasons  29 4% 

Total 736 100% 

Data in this exhibit are not weighted 
Note: When calculating the QC rent, the utility allowance amount from the 50058 Form was used; not the QC allowance amount 
calculated for this exercise. 

Alternative Methodology Scenario: Impact of Using the Correct Utility Allowance on Case 
Error and Gross Dollar Error. In FY 2010, an analysis was performed to determine the effect 
of using the correct (QC) Utility Allowance on the case error rate and the gross dollar error. 
The current study methodology uses the 50058 (AC) Utility Allowance when calculating the 
correct (QC) rent. Exhibit IV-28e shows the case error and gross dollar error using the correct 
(QC) Utility Allowance when compared to using the actual (AC) Utility Allowance. Case error 
rates for proper payments decrease by about 1 percent, while the gross rent dollar error increases 
about $1,478 thousand per month. 
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Exhibit IV-28e 
Impact of Using the Correct Utility Allowance on Case Error Rate and Gross Dollar Error 

Methodology 

Case Error Rate 

Underpayments Overpayments Proper Payments 

Study Methodology: Using 50058 (AC) 
Utility Allowance 

15.5% 17.7% 66.8% 

Alternative Methodology: Using Correct (QC) 
Utility Allowance to Calculate Correct (QC) Rent 

16.0% 18.3% 65.7% 

Methodology 

Gross Rent Dollar Error (Monthly) 

Underpayments
(in 1,000s) 

Overpayments 
(in 1,000s) 

Monthly Amount 
(in 1,000s) 

Study Methodology: Using 50058 (AC) 
Utility Allowance 

$30,197 $23,991 $54,189 

Alternative Methodology: Using Correct (QC) 
Utility Allowance to Calculate Correct (QC) Rent 

$30,780 $24,887 $55,667 

Data in this exhibit are weighted 

H. Payment Standard Analysis 

As part of the FY 2010 HUDQC study, a special analysis was conducted to determine if PHAs 
are using the correct Payment Standards. This special analysis was conducted independently of 
the rent calculation error findings presented elsewhere in this chapter, and the Payment Standard 
Analysis did not affect the rent calculation determinations. This analysis consisted of three parts. 
First, the Payment Standard on the 50058 Form was compared to the Payment Standard 
schedules provided by the PHA. Second, the Payment Standard on the 50058 Form was 
compared to the Fair Market Rent for the appropriate geographical area. And third, the Payment 
Standards were compared to the Fair Market Rents to ensure they were between 90 percent and 
110 percent for each project. The findings from these comparisons are presented below. 

Background. Payment Standards are used in the Section 8 Voucher Program when determining 
the tenant’s portion of the rent-to-owner. They must be kept current and set between 90 percent 
and 110 percent of the Fair Market Rent (FMR). If a PHA does not ensure that their Payment 
Standards are within this range, or they misunderstand how new FMRs affect their Payment 
Standards, errors in tenant rent determinations will result. 

There are a variety of ways PHAs may apply Payment Standards incorrectly resulting in errors in 
tenant rents. A PHA may have several Payment Standards for different geographic areas with 
complex borders sometimes making it difficult to select the correct Payment Standard for any 
given address within the jurisdiction. PHAs may also err by applying the family-size Payment 
Standard (the size authorized for the family as shown on the voucher) in lieu of the Payment 
Standard for the unit size (number of bedrooms in the unit) when the family-size is greater than 
the payment standard for the unit size. Other potential areas for error include whether a PHA has 
been authorized to use FMRs based on the 50th percentile of the rents in the area; whether the 
PHA has been authorized to use Success Rate Payment Standards based on the 50th percentile of 
rents; and whether the PHA continues to be eligible for these higher subsidy standards. Another 
complication allows PHAs to change the Payment Standard only at the time of the annual 
recertification or before moving to a new address. Thus, even if a change in the family 
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composition requires an interim recertification with several family members moving in or out, 
the Payment Standard used in determining the rent should not be changed at the interim 
recertification. The complexity of the Payment Standard guidelines increases errors, but most of 
the errors found were not due to these complex guidelines. 

Comparison of the Payment Standard on the 50058 Form to the Payment Standard 
Schedules Provided by the PHA. The first analysis consisted of comparing the Payment 
Standard on the 50058 Form (AC) to the Payment Standard schedule (QC) provided by the PHA. 
For all Voucher households in the study, the appropriate QC Payment Standard was selected and 
compared to the AC Payment Standard. The selection of the QC Payment Standard from the 
schedules provided by the PHA was based on: 

• The lower of either the number of bedrooms in the unit, or the number of authorized 
bedrooms for the household on the voucher, 

• The Effective Date of Action, and 

• The determination and application of any exception listed on information provided by the 
PHA staff. 

For every household where the AC and QC Payment Standard did not match, a call was placed to 
the PHA staff for clarification and, if appropriate, to gather Payment Standard schedules for 
previous years. Through these calls often other complications were discovered and taken into 
consideration when selecting the QC Payment Standard. The types of complications included: 

• A decrease in the Payment Standards for units, requiring the PHA and ICF Macro to use 
the previous (higher) Payment Standard for the first recertification after the decrease. 
Many PHAs only sent the Payment Standards for a specific time period. Calls were made 
to get the historic Payment Standard Schedules. 

• Households that were granted exceptions for special circumstances such as living in a 
house with additional amenities or setting the Payment Standard to the Gross Rent for 
Enhanced Vouchers. 

• Housing Authorities using higher Payment Standards for Exception Rent Areas. 

• Housing Authorities using Payment Standards from a previous Housing Authority for 
Port-in households understanding the rates would be adjusted at the next annual 
re-examination. 

• PHAs whose computer software systems filled the Payment Standard field on the 50058 
Form with the lesser of the Gross Rent or the Payment Standard. 

There were 800 Housing Choice Voucher households in the study. For the majority (89%) of the 
households, the AC Payment Standard matched the QC Payment Standard. There were 
88 households (11%) with discrepant Payment Standards. Forty-six (52%) of the households 
with discrepant Payment Standards were elderly or disabled households. Elderly and disabled 
households are identified separately because they are often entitled to individual exemptions to 
the Payment Standard rules. Discrepancies were attributable to one of seven common reasons, as 
listed in Exhibit IV-29a. The most typical reason for a discrepancy between the AC and QC 
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Payment Standard was that the project staff used the incorrect Payment Standard. Also, the use 
of either the incorrect number of bedrooms or household members accounted for a cumulative 
17 percent of the discrepancies found. Exhibit IV-29a summarizes the number and percent of 
households where the QC and AC Payment Standard did not match by reason. 

Exhibit IV-29a 
Number and Percent of Households with Payment Standard Discrepancies 

Reason 

Number of 
Households 

(Elderly/Disabled) 

Number of 
Households (Non-
Elderly/Disabled) 

Percent of 
Households with 

Discrepancies 

Incorrect Number of Bedrooms/Household 
Member Was Used 

7 8 17% 

Incorrect Payment Standard Schedule Was Used 16 16 36% 

Fair Market Rent Was Used Instead of the 
Payment Standard 

1 1 2% 

Gross Rent was Used Instead of the Payment 
Standard 

6 1 8% 

Project Staff Used Enhanced Rate for Disabled/ 
Elderly Tenant 

1 2 3.5% 

Project Staff Made a Typo 2 1 3.5% 

Project Based Voucher & Pre-Merger Certificate: 
No PS (Section 11 of the 50058 Filled Out) 

2 3 6% 

Enhanced Voucher 5 4 10% 

Other Reasons—Overdue Recertification, 
Software Limitations, Original Payment 
Standard Over 110% 

6 6 14% 

Total 46 42 100% 

Data provided in this exhibit are not weighted. 

Comparison of the Payment Standard on the 50058 Form to the Fair Market Rent for the 
Appropriate Geographic Area. The second analysis consisted of comparing the Payment 
Standard on the 50058 Form (AC) to the Fair Market Rents (FMR) for the appropriate 
geographic area. Correct Payment Standards could not be determined for 14 households. 
The Payment Standard for 738 of the remaining households (94%) fell within the 90 percent to 
110 percent FMR band; 32 of the households (4%) that fell outside of the 90 percent to 
110 percent band used an amount that exceed 110 percent of the FMR, and 16 of the households 
(2%) used an amount that was less than 90 percent of the FMR. Exhibit IV-29b summarizes 
the number and percent of households by the relationship of the Payment Standard to the 
acceptable FMR. 

Exhibit IV-29b 
Number of Households Meeting Payment Standard Requirements 

Characteristic 

Fair Market Rent Percent of Cases 
Outside the 

90 to 110% Band Under 90% 90–110% Over 110% 

Non-Elderly or Disabled 7 382 16 3% 

Elderly or Disabled 9 356 16 3% 

Payment Standard Compared with Fair Market Rent 16 738 32 6% 

Data provided in this exhibit are not weighted. 
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The analysis of the households that fell outside the 90 percent to 110 percent FMR band 
indicated that 6 percent of households fell outside of the 90 percent to 100 percent band of the 
FMR for seven general reasons: the incorrect number of bedrooms was used, the incorrect 
Payment Standard was used, Fair Market Rent or Gross Rent was used instead of Payment 
Standard, project staff used the Enhanced Rate for Disabled/Elderly tenants, and other reasons. 
Exhibit IV-29c summarizes the number and percent of households that fall outside the 90 percent 
to 110 percent FMR band by category. 

Exhibit IV-29c 
Details of Cases Falling Outside 90-110 Percent of the Fair Market Rent 

Reason 

Fair Market Rent Percent of Cases 
Outside the 

90 to 110% Band Under 90% Over 110% 

Incorrect Number of Bedrooms/Household Member was Used 4 7 23% 

Incorrect Payment Standard was Used 5 1 13% 

Fair Market Rent was Used Instead of the Payment Standard 0 1 2% 

Gross Rent was Used Instead of the Payment Standard 2 2 8% 

Project Staff Used Enhanced Rate for Disabled/Elderly Tenant 0 2 4% 

Enhanced Voucher 3 5 17% 

Other Reasons—Overdue Recertification, 105% of FMR Used, 
Software Limitations, Original Payment Standard Over 110% 

2 14 33% 

Total 16 32 100% 

Data provided in this exhibit are not weighted. 

Comparison of the Payment Standard for each project to the Fair Market Rent for the 
Appropriate Geographic Area to ensure that it is within 90 percent to 110 percent of the Fair 
Market Rent. The third analysis consisted of looking at the Payment Standards that were 
applicable for each project and determining whether or not they were within 90 percent to 
110 percent of the Fair Market Rents for that specific area. The rates were compared for 142 
Housing Choice Voucher Projects. Out of those, 137 Projects (97%) used Payment Standards that 
were within 90 percent to 110 percent of the Fair Market Rents for their areas. Five projects from 
five different PHAs were outside of these limits. Two of the projects were approved to used rates 
that were over 110 percent. Of the other 3 projects, one used a rate of 89 percent for all of their 
units; one used a rate of 83.9 percent for only their 0 bedroom units and the last one used 
111 percent for their 2 bedroom units. Approvals were not found for these 3 projects. Exhibit IV-
29d summarizes the results of the Projects that fell outside of the 90 percent to 110 percent range. 



IV. Findings 

HUDQC Final Report for FY 2010 IV-35 

Exhibit IV-29d 
Details of Projects Falling Outside 90-110 Percent of the Fair Market Rent 

Characteristics Number Percent 

Projects using less than 90% of the Fair Market Rent for their Payment Standard 
(no approval document found) 

2 1% 

Projects using more than 110% of the Fair Market Rent for their Payment Standard 
(no approval document found) 

1 1% 

Projects using more than 110% of the Fair Market Rent for their Payment Standard 
(approval document found) 

2 1% 

Projects using between 90% to 100% correctly 137 97% 

Total 142 100% 

Data provided in this exhibit are not weighted. 

Comparison of the FY 2009 to the FY 2010 Payment Standard Analysis Results. The same 
Payment Standard Analysis was conducted for the FY 2009 study. Of the 788 Housing 
Choice Voucher households in the FY 2009 study, the AC and the QC Payment Standard 
matched for 704 (89%) of the households. Additionally, 28 (4%) of the households had Payment 
Standards that did not fall within the 90 to 110 percent FMR band. Of those 28 households, no 
cases were granted any exemptions. Therefore, a total of 4 percent of the Housing Choice 
Voucher households included in the FY 2009 did not meet HUD’s Payment Standard 
requirements. 

Of the 800 Housing Choice Voucher households in the FY 2010 study, the AC and the QC Payment 
Standard matched for 712 (89%) households. Additionally, 48 (6%) households had Payment 
Standards that did not fall within the 90 percent to 110 percent FMR band. Of those 48 households, 
seven households in two projects were granted exceptions. Therefore, a total of 5 percent of the 
PHA-administered Section 8 households included in the FY 2010 study that did not meet HUD’s 
Payment Standard requirements and were not in a project that had been granted an exception. 
Exhibit IV-29e summarizes the results from the FY 2009 and FY 2010 Payment Standard Analysis. 

Exhibit IV-29e 
Comparison of the FY 2009 to FY 2010 Payment Standard Analysis 

Characteristic 

FY 2009 FY 2010 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Housing Choice Voucher Sample 788 100% 800 100% 

Households Where the AC and QC Payment Standard 
Did Not Match 

84 11% 88 11% 

Households Where the AC Payment Standard Did Not 
Meet the 90% to 110% of FMR Threshold 

28 4% 48 6% 

Households That Were Not Exempt from the 
90% to 110% of FMR Threshold and Did Not Meet 
HUD’s Payment Standard Requirements 

28 4% 41 5% 

Data provided in this exhibit are not weighted. 

Alternative Methodology Scenario: Impact of Using the Correct Payment Standard on 
Case Error and Gross Dollar Error. In FY 2010, an analysis was performed to determine the 
effect of using the correct (QC) Payment Standard on the case error rate and the gross dollar 
error. The current study methodology uses the 50058 (AC) Payment Standard when calculating 
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the correct (QC) rent. Exhibit IV-29f shows the case error and gross dollar error using the correct 
(QC) Payment Standard when compared to using the actual (AC) Payment Standard. Case error 
rates for proper payments remained the same. However, the gross rent dollar error increases 
about $4,091 thousand per month. This is mainly due to overpayments remaining the same, 
while underpayments increased. 

Exhibit IV-29f 
Impact of Using the Correct Payment Standard on Case Error Rate and Gross Dollar Error 

Methodology 

Case Error Rate 

Underpayments Overpayments Proper Payments 

Study Methodology: Using 50058 (AC) 
Payment Standard 

15.5% 17.7% 66.8% 

Alternative Methodology: Using Correct (QC) 
Payment Standard to Calculate Correct (QC) Rent 

15.5% 17.7% 66.8% 

Methodology 

Gross Rent Dollar Error (Monthly) 

Underpayments 
(in 1,000s) 

Overpayments 
(in 1,000s) 

Monthly Amount
(in 1,000s) 

Study Methodology: Using 50058 (AC) 
Payment Standard 

$30,197 $23,991 $54,189 

Alternative Methodology: Using Correct (QC) 
Payment Standard to Calculate Correct (QC) Rent 

$34,280 $23,991 $58,280 

Data provided in this exhibit are weighted. 

I. PIC/TRACS Analysis 

The households included in this study were matched against the PIC/TRACS data files using 
identifying information (a combination of the Social Security Number, name, and date of birth) 
for the head of each household. Because this study covers the Federal FY 2010, an attempt was 
made to use historical PIC/TRACS files to identify the 50058/50059 Form data for the specific 
effective date and type of action for which study data were collected. 

PIC/TRACS data were received for any household (in the study sample) that were in the 
historical databases used by HUD analysts even if the specific study effective date and type of 
action did not match. When matching on the specific study effective date and type of action, only 
1,718 of the 2,404 households in the study were represented. Therefore, most of the PIC/TRACS 
analysis for this report was based on the broader match (PIC/TRACS data received for any 
household in the study sample). Using these criteria, PIC records were found for 97 percent 
weighted of the households in PHA-administered projects; TRACS records were found for 
98 percent weighted of the households in owner-administered projects. Of the 2,404 households 
sampled, 2,340 households (or 97 percent weighted) successfully matched with PIC/TRACS. 

Analysis was conducted to compare the average dollars in gross rent error for households that 
matched PIC/TRACS with those that did not. Exhibit IV-30a provides the percentage of 
households in each of the three program types by presence or absence in PIC/TRACS, and the 
average dollars in error based on all households in the study. Exhibit IV-30b provides the same 
information, but uses only households with rent error as its base. These exhibits demonstrate that 
proportionally an equal number of households in error matched against PIC/TRACS data. 
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Exhibit IV-30a 
PIC/TRACS Data by Program Type and Average Gross Dollars in Error for all Households 

Administration Type 

PIC/TRACS Present PIC/TRACS Absent 

Percent of 
Households 

Average Dollars in 
Error 

Percent of 
Households 

Average Dollars in 
Error 

Public Housing 97% $12 4% $22 

PHA-Administered Section 8 98% $15 2% $26 

Total PHA-Administered 97% $14 3% $24 

Total Owner-Administered 98% $11 2% $9 

Total 98% $13 3% $20 

Data provided in this exhibit are weighted. 

Figure IV-3 tracks the percentage of households where PIC/TRACS is present over time, 
beginning in FY 2005. PHA-administered percentages have increased since FY 2005, while 
owner-administered percentages have remained fairly steady over time. 

Figure IV-3 
PIC/TRACS Data Present by Program Type for  

All Households Over Time 
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As presented in Exhibit IV-30b, the average dollars in error for owner-administered households 
in error, is higher for households when PIC/TRACS data is absent ($53) than when PIC/TRACS 
data is present ($39). However, because the number of cases absent from PIC/TRACS is 
relatively low, these estimates are less reliable and more volatile from year to year. This year, 
the percentage of PHA-Administered projects with PIC/TRACS present for households in error 
decreased from 100 percent in FY 2009 to 97 percent in FY 2010. However, this is still on par 
with FY 2008 which was at 97 percent. Owner-Administered projects increased slightly to 
98 percent. 
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Exhibit IV-30b 
PIC/TRACS Data by Program Type and Average Gross Dollars in Error for Households in Error 

Administration Type 

PIC/TRACS Present PIC/TRACS Absent 

Percent of 
Households 

Average Dollars in 
Error 

Percent of 
Households 

Average Dollars 
in Error 

Public Housing 96% $41 4% $64 

PHA-Administered Section 8 97% $40 3% $55 

Total PHA-Administered 97% $40 3% $58 

Total Owner-Administered 98% $37 2% $33 

Total 97% $39 3% $53 

Data provided in this exhibit are weighted 
*Totals may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Exhibit IV-30c presents the percentage of households and average dollars in error for households 
matched/not-matched with PIC/TRACS by payment type. Although the percentage of 
underpayment, overpayment and proper payment are similar for both groups, note the large 
difference in underpayment amounts ($53 compared to $124). 

Exhibit IV-30c 
Average Gross Dollars in Error by Payment Type and PIC/TRACS Data 

Payment Type 

PIC/TRACS Present PIC/TRACS Absent 

Percent of 
Households 

Average Dollars 
in Error1 

Percent of 
Households 

Average Dollars 
in Error1 

Underpayment 16% $46 15% $80 

Overpayment 18% $33 22% $34 

Proper Payment 67% n/a 63% n/a 

Total 100% $13 100% $20 

Data provided in this exhibit are weighted 
1 Average dollar error per under- and overpayment subgroups. 

Exhibit IV-30d examines net and gross errors by program type and matched PIC/TRACS data. 
This exhibit illustrates that it is important to review net error and gross error separately as their 
average dollar errors are substantially different. 

Exhibit IV-30d 
Average Net and Gross Dollars in Error by Administration  

Type and PIC/TRACS Data for all Households 

Administration Type 

Average Net Rent Error Average Gross Rent Error 

PIC/TRACS 
Present 

PIC/TRACS 
Absent 

PIC/TRACS 
Present 

PIC/TRACS 
Absent 

Public Housing -$2 $7 $12 $22 

PHA-Administered Section 8 <-$1 -$18 $15 $26 

Total PHA-Administered -$1 -$7 $14 $24 

Total Owner-Administered -$2 <-$1 $11 $9 

Total -$1 -$5 $13 $20 

Data provided in this exhibit are weighted 
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For households where PIC/TRACS data matched on specific study effective date and type of 
action, further analysis was conducted to determine if certain key variables matched. The key 
variables included gross income, net income, total tenant payment, and tenant rent. 
Exhibit IV-30e provides the percentage of households where the data gathered through the QC 
process matched that in PIC/TRACS. 

Exhibit IV-30e 
Percentage of Matched and Non-Matched Dollar Amounts for Key Variables  

Matching Variables from the 50058/50059 Form and PIC/TRACS 

Match Status 

Gross Income Net Income Total Tenant Payment Tenant Rent 

PIC TRACS PIC TRACS PIC TRACS PIC TRACS 

No Match 1.6% 1.9% 2.1% 3.1% 1.8% 10.1% 12.9% 30.1% 

Match 98.4% 98.1% 97.9% 96.9% 98.2% 89.9% 87.1% 69.9% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Data provided in this exhibit are weighted 

J. Project Staff Questionnaire Analysis 

The purpose of the Project Staff Questionnaire (PSQ) is to obtain information on project and 
PHA practices and procedures, to better understand how work is carried out in projects and 
PHAs, and to identify difficulties and potential areas for improvement. The executive directors 
or managers of the PHA/projects in the FY 2010 study were surveyed, using a self-administered, 
paper questionnaire. The PSQ collected information on topics related to PHA/project staffing, 
(re)certification process, verification process, use of automated systems and quality control 
procedures. The results were analyzed separately for three major program types: Public Housing, 
PHA-Administered Section 8, and Owner-Administered. 

A brief summary of the key findings from this analysis is presented below. A more detailed 
summary of the Project Staff Questionnaire information is found in Appendix E.  

• PHA/Project Staffing Topics. This section included the number and types of staff, staff 
caseload, staff turnover, minimum education, training and experience requirements for 
new staff, and staff development and training. 

 Overall, the average PHA/project had about 13 employees, including full-time, 
part-time, and contractual staff. On average, 247 cases were assigned to each 
(re)certification staff member across all three program types over a 12-month period. 

 The percentage of PHA/projects who assigned new staff was about 41 percent in 
FY 2010, and the average number of new staff who were assigned to conduct 
(re)certifications of projects who assigned new staff overall was about 3 staff per 
PHA/project. The average number of experienced staff assigned to conduct 
(re)certifications was about 5 staff per PHA/project.  

 In FY 2010, about 34 percent of all PHA/projects in the study had at least one staff 
member leave in the past 12 months. On average, PHA/projects had staff turnover 
had 2.4 (re)certification staff leave the PHA/project in the past 12 months. The most 
common reason for staff turnover was resignation due to better opportunity, career 
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change or relocation (35%). Twenty three percent of the PHA/projects reported they 
had staff turnover due to work performance related termination. 

 The minimum education requirements for employees working with (re)certifications 
remained little changed from the previous year, with a majority of PHA/projects at 
66 percent requiring a High School Diploma or equivalent when hiring new staff who 
will be working with (re)certifications. Overall, only about 4 percent of PHA/projects 
did not require some education, down from 5 percent in FY 2009. 

 Other requirements for new (re)certification staff included background checks, 
housing related training and skills and other basic skills. Seventy six percent of 
PHA/projects indicated they required background checks for applicants and 
60 percent indicated they required some housing related experience. 

 The PSQ also collected information about the amount and type of training provided to 
new and experienced staff. The average number of hours of training received by each 
newly hired (re)certification staff was relatively the same at about 101 hours 
compared to 98 hours in FY 2009. They trained their re-assigned staff and their 
experienced staff about the same at 69 hours, on average. The most common skill or 
training PHA/project staff thought was most important was that their staff needed to 
be able to understand and use EIV (71%), followed by the need to understand general 
HUD and PHA policies (49%). 

• (Re)certification Process. The PSQ collected information on an array of topics regarding 
the (re)certification process. It included items on: the amount of time allowed for the 
(re)certification process, methods used to conduct the (re)certification process, tools used 
in the (re)certification process, methods used to (re)certify households with non-English 
speaking tenants, procedural differences in processing households with stable vs. volatile 
incomes. 

 Owner-Administered projects were predominantly likely to mail letters to tenants 
more than 90 days prior to the next effective date and were in general more likely to 
start interviewing the household sooner than Public Housing and PHA-administered 
Section 8 projects. 

 The most common method of obtaining household information was by conducting an 
in-person interview during both initial certification process and annual recertification 
process (98 percent and 95 percent, respectively). PHA/projects were more likely to 
have the tenants fill out a form and return it to PHA/project via mail or in-person to 
obtain household information during annual (re)certifications than during new 
certifications. 

 About 85 percent of PHA/projects used a formal guide or set of questions to conduct 
the (re)certification interviews. Owner-administered projects were most likely to use 
a formal guide at 91 percent, whereas PHA-administered projects were least likely to 
use a formal guide at 78 percent. 

 Over 64 percent of PHA/projects had tenants who speak a language other than 
English as their primary language. Of the projects that had non-English speaking 
tenants, on average, about 24 percent of tenants speak a language other than English 
as their primary language. 
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 When PHA/projects were asked whether procedures were the same for houses with 
stable income compared to those with volatile income such as income from seasonal 
employment or sporadic income, overall 92 percent said they were the same, 
compared to 91 percent in FY 2009, and 93 percent in FY 2008.  

• Verification Process. The PSQ collected information on various topics regarding the 
verification process including: frequency of verification of household member 
characteristics, income and expenses, problems in obtaining complete verification, 
cooperativeness of various institutions to verify tenant information, and measures taken 
to obtain outstanding verification requests 

 Over 96 percent of the PHA/projects indicated that they verify all income items such 
as employment income, income from assets, etc, during both move-in and annual 
(re)certifications. Over 94 percent of the PHA/projects indicated that they verify all 
expenses items such as medical expenses, childcare expenses, etc, during both move-
in and annual (re)certifications. Less than 60 percent of the PHA/projects indicated 
that they verify static information such as date of birth, social security numbers, and 
citizenship information during both move-in and annual (re)certifications. 
PHA/projects who did not indicate they verify date of birth, social security numbers, 
and citizenship information during both certifications indicated they verify those 
items only during move-in certifications. 

 PHA/projects were asked about causes of problems in obtaining complete 
verifications. The most prevalent issue, cited by 52 percent of the PHA/projects was 
employers not responding to requests in a timely manner. With respect to the level of 
cooperation of various types of institutions when verifying tenant information, the 
same institutions have been the least cooperative since FY 2007. The list of non-
cooperative institution includes insurance companies, financial institutions, education 
institution and health care providers. 

 When problems and difficulties arose in verifying information, most PHA/projects 
called third-parties to obtain information (94%). PHA/projects also sent follow-up 
letters to third-parties (92%), used electronic verification or data matching such as 
EIV (88%), called tenants (85%), and sent follow-up letters to tenants (77%). Use of 
EIV increased from 83 percent in FY 2009 to 88 percent in FY 2010. On average, 
67 percent of PHA/projects reported resorting to accepting other less preferred 
verification, down from 75 percent in FY 2009, and 73 percent in FY 2008. 

• Use of Automated Systems. The PSQ collected information on the PHA/projects’ use of 
automated systems. The topics covered were: capabilities of the software that were being 
used by the PHA/projects and PHA/projects use of computers to assist in the 
(re)certification process. 

 Automated systems and computer software continues to play an increasingly integral 
part in PHA/projects daily tasks. In the past 12 months, almost all PHA/projects 
utilized computers and computer software when performing various (re)certification 
and other administrative tasks (97%). Of those PHA/projects, over 94 percent used 
computer software to submit data to PIC/TRACS. 
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 The PHA/projects also indicated how they used the software. The most common use 
of the software was maintaining demographic information about the residents (98%), 
followed by calculating rent, income and allowances and printing 50058/50059 forms 
(97%). Only about 21 percent of the PHA/projects indicated they used a software 
program for assistance with household interviews. 

• Quality Control Procedures. The PSQ collected information on the three aspects of 
quality control procedures: prevalence and causes of errors, measures taken to rectify or 
prevent errors, characteristics of households that were more likely to have errors, and 
suggestions on how to overcome errors. Errors include overdue (re)certifications, missing 
verification documents, mistakes in calculating rent, etc. Measures taken to reduce errors 
included strategies used to address various causes of errors, methods used to clarify and 
implement HUD policies, external reviews and monitors, methods used to select cases for 
review, frequency of review, and tools and techniques used to monitor the 
(re)certification process. 

 Upon reviewing (re)certifications, 8 percent of the PHA/projects indicated that they 
frequently found cases with overdue (re)certifications and cases with missing or 
incomplete verifications of income. Six percent of the PHA/projects indicated they 
frequently found cases with missing or incomplete verification of expenses. In the 
past few years, the issue that most frequently caused errors was once again tenants 
providing inaccurate or incomplete information (37%). 

 Of the PHA/projects who stated they had conducted a review, about 20 percent stated 
that certain types of tenants were more likely to have errors than other types of 
tenants. Of the PHA/projects that responded, 86 provided characteristics of 
households that were more likely to have errors. Fifty two percent of these 
PHA/projects indicated that households with multiple incomes were more likely to 
have errors. 

 A total of 367 PHA/projects described their strategies to reduce error. 
Thirty-five percent of these PHA/projects indicated their strategy was to review their 
files and make corrections if necessary, followed by 19 percent of PHA/projects that 
indicated that their strategy to reduce errors were to train their employees on policy, 
procedures and other topics with most common errors. 

 When PHA/projects had questions concerning HUD policies, they used a variety of 
methods to seek answers. They were most likely to refer to their HUD/PHA/owner 
manual (96%), up from 92 percent in FY 2009. This year, the percentage of 
PHA/projects who used internet/web-based information/training jumped from 
81 percent in FY 2009 to 87 percent in FY 2010. 

 Most PHA/projects review tenant files as a QC measure after (re)certifications have 
been conducted in some form, at 94 percent. In determining which cases to select for 
review, PHA/projects most frequently randomly spot checked a percentage of all 
cases (69%). Overall, 33 percent of PHA/projects reported reviewing all cases. 

 When monitoring (re)certification work, a majority of PHA/projects most frequently 
have the team leader or supervisor perform the monitoring (83%). Of the remaining 
types of personnel used to monitor (re)certification work, 42 percent of the 
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PHA/projects used coworkers, 40 percent used staff auditors, 19 percent used outside 
auditors, and 23 percent used contracts administrators most frequently. 

 Eighty-two PHA/projects had suggestions regarding how to help the PHA/projects 
minimize errors. The most common suggestions were regarding EIV. 
Twenty-seven percent of the PHA/projects that responded indicated EIV data should be 
more current. Another 12 percent indicated that there should be general improvement in 
EIV. An additional 11 percent specified that EIV could be improved by adding other 
income sources, such as TANF, VA benefits, child support, welfare, etc. 

K. Multivariate Analysis 

The framework and methodology for the multivariate analysis remained relatively the same as in 
the FY 2009 study, and addresses Objective 5(determine whether error rates and error costs have 
statistically significant differences from program to program), Objective 12(determine the extent to 
which error rates in projects that use an automated rent calculation system differ from errors in 
those that do not), and Objective 13(determine whether other tenant or project characteristics on 
which data are available are correlated with higher or lower error rates). Two separate analyses 
were performed. The first looked at the impact of project and household characteristics on error 
rates. The second examined the impact of those characteristics on project-caused errors. 

Project and Household Characteristics Impact on Rent Error. The ways in which rent errors 
related to project and household characteristics were similar to the findings from previous studies. 
Other things being equal, gross rent error and underpayment error for PHA-administered Section 8 
households’ were higher than the other two program types: Public Housing and Owner-
administered. The net effects of program type differences were consistent with the results from the 
bivariate cross-tabulations presented in the main text of this report (see Exhibits ES-1 and ES-3). 

Project-caused errors are defined as errors or problems that occur during the process of 
conducting (re)certifications and determining rent subsidy, and accounted for a large proportion 
of gross rent error. Of the project-caused errors, transcription errors and overdue recertification 
errors strongly predicted gross error, both contributing to higher gross error, as shown in 
bivariate comparison and multiple regression analysis. Transcription error was also related to 
higher overpayment and underpayment. These findings were consistent with that from the 
FY 2008 and FY 2009 analyses, underscoring the importance of reducing project-made caused 
particularly transcription errors and overdue recertifications in order to minimize rent errors. 

Household characteristics accounted for gross rent error, overpayment and underpayment in 
similar patterns as identified in prior studies. Essentially, characteristics indicative of complexity 
of financial conditions and incomes or expenses strongly predicted higher rent errors. These 
relationships were remarkably consistent across models and across yearly analyses, suggesting 
robust tenant risk factors that project certification staff must cope with. 

The impact of project characteristics or project operations remained elusive in the modeling of rent 
error. One project operation characteristic, indicating cooperation with various third parties to 
obtain verification information, was found potentially meaningful as it related to lower gross rent 
error and underpayment error, when statistically controlling for other factors. The effects of other 
project level characteristics (e.g., percent of experienced certification staff and using different 
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sources of information to answer HUD policy questions), were uncertain despite their statistically 
significant estimates. Such uncertainties were caused by difficulties in statistics interpretation and 
less reliable estimates, i.e., modest effect size and low statistical significance level.  

Project and Household Characteristics Impact on Project-Caused Error. To explore factors 
influential to project-caused errors, we modeled the project-caused errors that were identified as 
predictive of rent errors, i.e., transcription error (counts and percent) and overdue recertification 
error. We found that households’ complex financial situations were related to these project-
caused errors in similar ways as they were related to rent error. Project characteristics and 
operation, however, were not found to be as meaningful. A better understanding of housing 
project management and certification practice is still needed in order to develop valid measures 
of project resources and certification approaches that can explain the rent error. 

L. The 20 Largest PHAs Study 

The 20 Largest PHAs Study includes the 17 largest PHAs and the three largest state PHAs in the 
project level sample selected for the Quality Control for Rental Assistance Subsidy 
Determinations Study. There are 32 households in most PHAs, 48 in RQ005, and 
124 households in NY005, for a total of 748 households. Each PHA represents both Public 
Housing and Voucher households. Weights for the 20 Largest PHAs Study were not calculated 
and all the exhibits in this section are not weighted. 

Administrative Error. Exhibit IV-31a provides the percent of households with overdue 
recertification and transcription errors; and the percent of income and expense items that were 
verified by PHA staff both with written third-party verification only, and verbal or written third-
party verification, or documentation. These types of administrative errors were examined because 
they are typically associated with overall gross and net rent error. Overdue recertification errors in 
general were relatively scarce. Most of the PHAs had little or no recertification errors, and over half 
of the 20 largest PHAs had no overdue recertification errors. However, 19 percent of IL025 cases 
were overdue. For transcription error, most of the 20 largest PHAs had percentages that were 
around the QC study mean. However, WI002 had the highest percentage with 66 percent and 
TX005 had the lowest with 19 percent. Compared to all the main QC study PHAs, the 20 largest 
PHAs had somewhat higher overdue recertification error (1 percent and 6 percent, respectively) and 
transcription error (38 percent and 40 percent, respectively). Regarding the percentages of verified 
items, the 20 largest PHAs verified items within one percentage point as the QC study PHAs. 
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Exhibit IV-31a 
Administrative Errors in the 20 Largest PHAs 

PHA 
Number of 

Cases 

Overdue 
Recertification 

Error 
Transcription 

Error 

Percent of Verified Items 

Third-Party 
Verbal or 

In-Writing, or 
Documentation 

Third-Party 
In-Writing 

CA002 32 3% 31% 96% 32% 

CA004 32 - 34% 92% 58% 

CA007 32 - 44% 100% 36% 

CA094 32 - 31% 100% 22% 

GA901 32 - 34% 77% 62% 

IL025 32 19% 25% 88% 12% 

MA002 32 - 47% 92% 29% 

MI901 32 3% 38% 90% 35% 

NJ002 32 - 50% 90% 25% 

NJ912 32 - 47% 100% 33% 

NY005 124 4% 62% 85% 21% 

NY041 32 - 53% 80% 25% 

NY110 32 9% 41% 79% 21% 

NY904 32 - 44% 80% 41% 

OH003 32 - 31% 92% 56% 

OH004 32 - 47% 73% 50% 

OH007 32 - 38% 92% 50% 

RQ005 48 2% 21% 85% 41% 

TX005 32 3% 19% 93% 66% 

WI002 32 - 66% 96% 17% 

Total 748 6% 40% 89% 37% 

QC Study Total 2,404 1% 38% 90% 37% 

Data in this exhibit are not weighted. 

Payment Error. Exhibit IV-31b provides payment error information. It includes proper payments, 
under- and overpayments of tenant rents, and the mean gross rent errors by PHA. A large 
proportion of proper payments typically lead to small gross rent errors for most PHAs. The PHA 
with the highest percentage of proper payments was OH004 at 85 percent. The PHAs with the 
lowest percentage of proper payments were NJ912 and OH003 at 38 percent. OH003 also had the 
highest average gross dollar error at $43. NJ912, however, only had an average gross dollar error 
of $8. This implies that while NJ912 had a high case error, the average dollar amount for each case 
was relatively small. Compared to the QC study PHAs as a whole, the 20 largest PHAs had a 
lower percentage of proper payments (67 percent and 64 percent, respectively). The average gross 
dollar error was also higher for the 20 largest PHAs ($19 for the 20 largest PHAs compared to $13 
for the QC Study). As implied above with regard to NJ912, a high case error rate does not 
necessarily translate into a high average gross dollar error, and PHA with a low case error rate may 
have a high average gross dollar error. Policies that increase proper payment rates may have little 
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effect on decreasing rent errors (and vice versa). These seemingly related problems may sometimes 
require different approaches targeted to specific PHAs. 

Exhibit IV-31b 
Dollar Rent Errors in the 20 Largest PHAs 

PHA Underpayment Proper Payment Overpayment 
Average Gross 

Dollar Error 

CA002 18.8% 81.3% 0.0% $15.13 

CA004 4.2% 79.2% 16.7% $11.75 

CA007 8.3% 83.3% 8.3% $4.17 

CA094 18.8% 56.3% 25.0% $8.88 

GA901 12.5% 75.0% 12.5% $22.38 

IL025 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% $18.75 

MA002 25.0% 50.0% 25.0% $21.06 

MI901 8.3% 75.0% 16.7% $17.58 

NJ002 12.5% 75.0% 12.5% $9.06 

NJ912 12.5% 37.5% 50.0% $7.88 

NY005 22.6% 60.5% 16.9% $33.00 

NY041 20.8% 50.0% 29.2% $16.42 

NY110 8.3% 58.3% 33.3% $23.25 

NY904 17.9% 50.0% 32.1% $17.04 

OH003 31.3% 37.5% 31.3% $43.38 

OH004 10.0% 85.0% 5.0% $2.45 

OH007 12.5% 75.0% 12.5% $3.19 

RQ005 12.5% 77.1% 10.4% $5.56 

TX005 36.8% 47.4% 15.8% $33.42 

WI002 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% $20.42 

Total 18.5% 64.1% 17.4% $19.34 

QC Study Total 15.5% 66.8% 17.7% $12.97 

Data in this exhibit are not weighted 
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section discusses recommended changes to the study that will improve the data collection 
process or the quality of the data used in the analysis, as well as policy actions that could be 
taken to reduce error. Section A discusses changes to the quality control process itself. Section B 
addresses policy recommendations. Note that these recommendations have not changed 
significantly from recommendations made in previous final reports. However, if further 
reduction in error is desired, it continues to be important to learn more about local policies and 
procedures that impact error, and methods of changing those processes to reduce error. 

A. Modifying the Quality Control Process 

The current methodology used by ICF Macro to conduct its quality control study is based on the 
successes and failures of previous studies, and meets the established objectives. However, there 
are some recommendations that would be helpful for expanding the utility of data products as 
well as improving the overall efficiency of ongoing quality control studies. These include 
the following: 

1. Continue the HUD quality control studies as a regular, ongoing effort to monitor 
and manage HUD rent determination processes. Ongoing evaluation of the subsidy 
programs administered by HUD is essential to the management of those programs. 
The primary goal of the quality control studies is to measure rent errors. However, these 
studies also give HUD the opportunity to learn more about alternatives to reducing rent 
errors, and better management of current and changing conditions at PHAs/projects. 
Annual evaluations facilitate more accurate cross-year comparisons of rent errors. 
They also allow for data collection and analysis staff to develop specific expertise with 
HUD policy areas, and develop tailored solutions for improving data quality. Further, 
other HUD-related topics could be investigated (e.g., the changing demographics of HUD 
tenants) and piggybacked on to the rent error data collection processes. 

Data collected through the quality control studies provides detail not available through 
other HUD sources (e.g., PIC/TRACS) that could be used to track such trends as the 
extent to which income and expense items are verified, or the number of sources of 
employment income received by a particular household or household member. 

2. Gather information to document the outcome of the HUD quality control studies. 
Overall, the HUDQC studies indicate that both the percent of errors and dollars 
associated with those errors have decreased in the last seven years. However, there is no 
information on changes in tenant behavior related to the identification and reduction of 
error. One might want to assume that reducing error should save HUD money. However, 
because the housing programs managed by HUD are not entitlement programs (meaning 
not everyone who is eligible for the program is entitled to benefits), as soon as 
an ineligible household is removed from the roles, another household takes that 
household’s place. 

The subsidy for the replacement household could be even higher than the subsidy for the 
previously subsidized household. The existing quality control studies identify the dollars 
associated with error, but do not identify an overall reduction in subsidy dollars. To really 
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understand the overall impact of the quality control studies on subsidy funding, additional 
information is needed regarding both the tenants receiving the subsidies and the 
PHA/projects administering the housing benefits. 

3. Expand contractor access to verification obtained through inter-agency agreements. 
Despite increasing rates of third-party verification, a large proportion of tenant income 
and expenses are not being verified. This is especially important given the study results 
indicate a significant relationship between third-party verification of certain types of 
income and rent errors. 

During the current study, household-level information was used to match sample 
household members with Social Security data. Through this electronic match, verification 
was obtained for most sample household members’ Social Security and Supplemental 
Security Income (SSA/SSI) benefits. However, there were many household members 
where a match between the study electronic files and the SSA/SSI electronic files was not 
found when expected and other situations where irresolvable discrepancies were 
identified. If ICF Macro as the contractor for the HUDQC study could have access to the 
SSA/SSI database, these mismatches and discrepancies could be investigated further. 

4. Collect more information regarding PHA/project policies and practices. Each PHA 
establishes its own policies, procedures, and forms for collecting the information that is 
ultimately used to calculate tenant rent. The differentiation in these practices should have 
some (possibly major) impact on the rent error, yet the analysis of the project practices 
and characteristics collected in the Project Staff Questionnaire designed for this study 
does not demonstrate the expected impact. Therefore, we recommend that focus groups 
and cognitive interviewing be used to identify additional PHA/project-level factors that 
may impact error. This additional information could be used to revise the Project Staff 
Questionnaire to include questions focused on the specific practices expected to influence 
errors. As the data are already starting to reflect, as rent error decreases it will become 
increasingly difficult for HUD and PHA/project staff to continue to make changes 
that will reduce the error. Analysis of more detailed project-level data will assist in 
this process. 

5. Continue to investigate PIC/TRACS data for sampling and other purposes. Ideally 
PIC/TRACS data would be used to select the quality control sample, and provide the 
actual data used by the PHA/project staff when calculating rent (in place of abstracting 
50058/50059 Form data from the tenant file). The most recent match of the study sample 
households with PIC/TRACS data indicated that 98 percent of the sample households are 
included in the PIC/TRACS databases. While this is slightly down from the FY 2009 
match at 99 percent, the general trend over time has been increasing—the FY 2009 study 
indicated 99 percent of the sample households were included in the PIC/TRACS 
database, while the FY 2008 study indicated that 97 percent of the sample households 
were included in the PIC/TRACS databases. We are at the point now where consideration 
should be given to using these data for selecting the household sample. However, using 
the PIC/TRACS data for selecting the household sample may not be appropriate unless it 
is clear that data are available for the specific period of time covered by the study. 
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6. Continue to expand existing computer systems and processes that further automate 
data collection, processing, and reporting functions. Most of the data for the current 
study were collected using an automated data collection system. This system continues to 
be enhanced for each study so it now, not only simplifies the data collection process and 
reduces the number of data collection errors, but also allows for review of the data at 
study headquarters as the data are being collected. While the existing systems work well, 
there are additional improvements that can be made to the data collection software, the 
field monitoring software, and the processing and tracking of third-party verifications. 
The next series of improvements should be aimed at increasing the amount of third-party 
verification obtained by the contractor. Expanding and investing in better automated 
systems will yield large dividends in terms of costs, time required to collect and process 
data, as well as the breadth, depth, and quality of data. 

7. Consider conducting a remote data collection with national estimates and a larger 
number of households per project. Eliminating a field data collection would eliminate 
the need to travel, and the costs associated with travel. More importantly, the sample 
would not have to be geographically clustered. The projects could be sampled by project 
area, using PPS and stratification. Stratification would guarantee diversity of projects, 
and, unlike clustering, it would decrease the confidence interval of the estimates. 
This means that practically every state could be represented, and one would be able to 
increase the precision and make better estimates with the same sample size. The precision 
would further be improved by increasing number of households per project. In this 
scenario, the number of projects to be sampled would be somewhat smaller, and the 
number of households per project would be much larger. There are however, potential 
tradeoffs with remote data collection. PHA/projects would be required to send tenant file 
information to study headquarters, and household interviews would be conducted over 
the phone. A field data collection has some advantages with regard to the quality of the 
data collected. A conversation is required with HUD to address any concerns about 
whether these potential tradeoffs can be sufficiently abated though telephone 
communication with the Project and Tenant. 

B. Policy Actions 

This study was not designed to provide recommendations regarding basic program objectives 
and policies. However, the findings from this study suggest that some major procedural changes 
should be considered when establishing and revising policy. Again, the recommendations in this 
section remain essentially the same. While HUD has begun several initiatives in the last few 
years, the errors associated with the programs included in this study are no longer decreasing. 
Additional action is needed. The suggestions below are examples of the type of actions that need 
to be taken. Overall PHA/projects must be held accountable for their work, but HUD must 
provide the tools needed to accomplish the work accurately. 

1. HUD should continue to require both PHAs and owners to use the information 
available through the Department of Health and Human Services’ “New Hires” 
income matching database. The majority of subsidy overpayment errors are associated 
with earned income, and a large majority of tenant income underreporting also relates to 
earned income. The “New Hires” income matching database provides the opportunity to 
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correct errors associated with reported and unreported income. However, our experience 
working with the “New Hires” data indicates that caution needs to be taken when using 
the information provided by the database. The data are extremely helpful in identifying 
unreported sources of income. However, the data are not current and often contain errors. 
Great care needs to be taken when using these data to insure that income is only counted 
when it is clear that it is received by the tenant and not simply because it is identified 
through the New Hires database. 

2. HUD should continue expanding support of the occupancy function and conducting 
outreach campaigns to PHAs and owners informing them of the Department’s 
occupancy-related resources. Provision of detailed, current occupancy handbooks is 
essential in addition to providing a mechanism for answering questions as they surface. 
Specifically, HUD should develop a nationwide, consistent, reliable approach for 
providing guidance and support to both PHAs and owners. 

It is also critical that there be a close link between the team that responds to field concerns 
and the staff responsible for writing HUD notices and guidance documents. The team 
responding to field questions and concerns knows what the problems are that face the field. 
These problems should be the subject of the guidance that comes from HUD. 

3. HUD should provide the PHA/owners with the forms, training, and other tools 
needed to determine rent correctly. Rent calculation error could be reduced if HUD 
would provide structured forms for interviewing tenants, obtaining verifications, and 
calculating rent. Ideally, these tools would be provided in the form of computer-assisted 
interview software that minimizes the number of questions that need to be asked. 
Such systems would ensure that tenants are asked about all income sources and expenses 
that affect their rent. Manuals and training materials explaining how to implement 
requirements correctly and calculate rent accurately should be provided. To the extent 
that HUD program rules can be simplified, provision of automated and manual tools 
would be easier.  

The Earned Income Disregard is one example of a difficult rule where PHA/owners 
would benefit from clearer guidelines and training materials. Guidelines that include 
calculation sheets that are easy to follow and maintain should be provided. The 
calculation worksheet should include step by step directions on how to calculate 
the percent of disregard for that year, the income that should be used to calculate the 
disregard (basically providing a place to record the income by component type—TANF, 
SS, SSI, Pension etc), easy to follow formulas, and end and start dates for the completion 
of the disregard. For more complicated cases, where the disregard should have been 
granted but was not, and the housing staff is now retro-actively correcting the mistake, 
guidelines should be provided on how to implement the adjustment. Standardized 
documents should be provided for this adjustment that includes the earned income 
amount that should be used (current or based on the event start date). Finally, clear 
instructions should be provided on how to calculate the event start date and how far back 
the housing staff must go to retro-actively give the disregard.  

In addition, HUD should consider creating a handbook that combines or cross references 
the rules and regulations for all rental assistance programs administered by HUD. Such a 
handbook would give staff a central source of information for all the programs for which 
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they are responsible, as well as potentially support the administration’s efforts through 
the Rental Policy Working Group’s Alignment to reduce redundancy among agencies. 

HUD experts and local housing staff should be given an opportunity to work together to 
develop these tools and systems needed to reduce rent error. Many local PHA/owners 
have already developed forms, training materials, manuals, automated systems, and 
monitoring processes that have enabled them to provide accurate, efficient service to the 
tenants they serve. HUD should learn from these PHA/owners and develop materials that 
will help those PHA/owners who for one reason or another have not been as successful. 

4. HUD should continue to implement its on-site monitoring program and 
PHA/owners should be held accountable for implementing HUD regulations and 
calculating rent accurately. An on-site monitoring system that includes reviews at both 
the local and Federal level is essential to improving accountability. PHA/owners with 
excessive errors should be required to develop corrective action plans and show 
improvement within specified time periods. HUD has initiated extensive on-site 
monitoring efforts since the 2000 QC study, in contrast with its policies of most of the 
previous two decades. The most obvious explanation for the magnitude of error 
reductions in subsidy determinations between 2000 and FY 2009 is improved HUD 
monitoring and the expectation of such monitoring. However as the dollars associated 
with rent error stop declining, further action will be needed to help the PHAs and owners 
focus on policies and procedures that lead to error. 

Monitoring can be conducted at a variety of different levels. We recommend that HUD 
require PHA/owners to perform their own quality control reviews on a percentage of 
income determinations and rent calculations. Agencies that have aggressively sought to 
improve performance of their programs have had some significant successes, and one of 
the most frequently used error reduction strategies includes the establishment of internal 
quality control review procedures. 

In addition to agency monitoring, HUD Field Offices and/or other national-level well-
trained staff should conduct a re-review of a percentage of the cases reviewed at the local 
level to ensure that the quality control reviews are being conducted correctly, or select 
their own random sample of files for review. This type of oversight not only identifies 
errors, but also prevents them. In addition, it demonstrates HUD’s concern and focuses 
PHA/owner attention on tenant income and rent. 

5. Federal laws, regulations, and HUD requirements should be simplified to the extent 
possible. The current statutory environment poses substantial obstacles to efficient, 
accurate income and rent calculations. It contains dozens of requirements that may all be 
well-intentioned and have potentially desirable impacts but which, taken as a whole, 
make the income and rent determination process extremely complex. HUD has sought to 
issue guidance on virtually all aspects of current income and rent determination 
requirements, but some of the legislative provisions were written without any thought as 
to implications for their administrative complexity. While determining which income to 
count, which expenses to allow, and annualizing that information in a program with 
multiple objectives may always be complicated, the various specialized provisions that 
relate to small subparts of the population could be eliminated or simplified. 
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The policy related to students is the most recent example of such complex policies. 
PHA and project staff are required to gather a series of information to determine whether 
students continue to be eligible to receive assisted housing. For students who do not meet 
certain criteria, PHA/project staff are required to determine the eligibility of the student’s 
parents. This new policy, while well intentioned, just adds to the complex rules 
PHA/project staff are required to implement when determining eligibility and calculating 
rent for assisted households. 

6. HUD should consider requiring some reexaminations to be completed less often than 
annually. Many years ago, the reexaminations for elderly and disabled families were 
conducted biannually rather than annually. HUD should consider implementing this policy 
again or possibly conducting reexaminations for selected populations every three years. 
To remove the issues related to incorrect subsidies because of the annual increase in Social 
Security benefits, the policy could require adding the annual SSA cost of living adjustment 
(COLA) to the total annual income for the households included in this group. With the 
time-savings made available by this change in policy, PHA/project staff could spend more 
time conducting required reexaminations, following up on suspected cases of fraud, 
and conducting more internal monitoring of tenant files. 


